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The  1988  National  Survey  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
(NSOPF-88) , later  named  the  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty,  was  the 
first  comprehensive  study  of  higher  education  instructional  faculty  conducted 
by  the  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  since  1963.  This  report 
provides  a description  of  the  1993  NSOPF  and  the  data  generated  by  its 
methodology.  The  report  is  organized  into  11  chapters  and  begins  by 
introducing  NSOPF-93  in  the  context  of  the  earlier  study  in  1988.  Chapter  2 
details  the  data  collection  instruments,  while  chapter  3 discusses  the 
NSOPF-93  sample  design  and  implementation.  Chapter  4 reviews  institutional 
recruitment  procedures  and  their  results.  Data  collection  procedures  are 
discussed  in  chapter  5,  and  chapter  6 discusses  data  processing  and  control. 
Chapters  7 and  8 deal  with  institution  and  faculty  response  and  nonresponse 
and  questionnaire  item  response.  Chapter  9 examines  data  quality  in  terms  of 
validity  and  reliability.  Chapter  10  examines  faculty  counts  and  summarizes 
the  procedures  used  to  reconcile  discrepancies  and  to  calculate  best 
estimates  for  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  dataset.  Recommendations  for  future  NSOPF 
studies  are  found  in  chapter  11.  The  full-scale  NSOPF-93  included  an 
institution- level  survey  of  817  colleges  and  iiniversities  in  the  United 
States  and  a survey  completed  by  25,780  faculty  members.  Eighteen  appendixes 
contain  survey  instruments,  cover  letters,  and  additional  details  about  the 
research  methodology.  (Contains  61  exhibits.)  (SLD) 
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1.  Introduction 

1.1  Organization  of  the  Methodology  Report 

The  1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty:  Methodology  Report  is  designed  to  give  readers  an 
accurate  picture  of  this  important  study  and  the  data  generated  by  its  methodology.  The  report  is  organized 
into  1 1 chapters,  and  begins  by  introducing  NSOPF-93  in  the  context  of  the  earlier  NSOPF-88  study. 
Chapter  2 details  the  data  collection  instruments,  while  Chapter  3 discusses  the  NSOPF-93  sample  design 
and  implementation.  Next,  the  Methodology  Report  moves  on  to  review  institutional  recruitment  procedures 
and  their  results  in  Chapter  4.  The  report  then  examines  the  data  collection  procedures  (Chapter  5)  and  data 
control  and  processing  (Chapter  6).  Chapters  7 and  8 deal  with  institution  and  faculty  unit  response  and 
nonresponse,  and  questionnaire  item  nonresponse.  Chapter  9 examines,  data  quality  in  terms  of  validity  and 
reliability.  Chapter  10  examines  faculty  counts  and  summarizes  the  procedures  used  to  reconcile 
discrepancies  and  to  calculate  ‘'best  estimates”  for  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  dataset.  Finally,  Chapter  1 1 offers 
recommendations  for  future  NSOPF  studies. 

1.2  Background:  NSOPF-88 

The  1 988  National  Survey  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  (NSOPF-88) — whose  successor  study  was  renamed  the 
National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty — was  the  first  comprehensive  study  of  higher  education 
instructional  faculty  conducted  by  the  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  (NCES)  since  1963.  The 
National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities  provided  additional  support.  NSOPF-88  generated  immediate 
interest  in  the  higher  education  community  because  prior  to  the  release  of  these  data  there  had  been  very  little 
comprehensive  information  available  on  this  topic.  The  survey  provided  a national  profile  of  faculty  in  two- 
year,  four-year,  doctoral-granting,  and  other  public  and  private  non-proprietary  institutions.  Information  was 
gathered  on  the  professional  backgrounds,  responsibilities,  workloads,  salaries,  benefits,  and  attitudes  of  both 
full-  and  part-time  instructional  faculty.  In  addition,  data  were  collected  from  institutional  representatives 
and  department-level  respondents  on  such  issues  as  faculty  composition,  new  hires,  departures  and 
recruitment,  retention,  and  tenure  policies. 

The  1988  study,  conducted  by  SRJ  International,  involved  both  field  test  and  full-scale  survey  components. 
The  field  test  targeted  a sample  of  105  non-proprietaiy  two-year  and  four-year  institutions,  235  faculty,  and 
91  department  chairpersons  (from  5 1 four-year  institutions  and  a supplement  of  40  two-year  and  four-year 
institutions).  Ninety-one  percent  of  the  institutions  participated  in  the  field  test  by  returning  their  faculty 
lists.  Questionnaire  responses  were  obtained  from  80  percent  of  institutional  representatives  (two  and  four- 
year  institutions,  excluding  specialized  institutions),  86  percent  of  the  department  chairpersons  (four-year 
institutions  only),  and  68  percent  of  the  faculty  (two-year  and  four-year  institutions). 

The  NSOPF-88  field  test  was  conducted  from  July  through  October  of  1987.  It  was  designed  primarily  to 
test  the  relative  effectiveness  of  two  alternative  data  collection  strategies,  to  determine  the  most  effective 
procedures  for  obtaining  lists  of  faculty,  and  to  examine  the  adequacy  of  the  questionnaires.  The  results  of 
the  field  test  informed  the  design  of  the  full-scale  NSOPF-88  study.  A brief  synopsis  of  the  field  test 
procedures  and  results  can  be  found  in  the  National  Survey  of  Instructional  Staff:  Field  Test  Methodology 
Report  (U.S.  Department  of  Education,  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics:  Washington,  D.C.,  March 
8,  1988). 

The  NSOPF-88  full-scale  study  had  three  components:  an  institution-level  survey  of  480  colleges  and 
universities  in  the  United  States;  a survey  of  3,029  eligible  department  chairpersons  (or  their  equivalents) 
within  the  participating  institutions;  and  a survey  of  1 1,013  eligible  faculty  members  within  the  same 
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participating  institutions.  Data  were  collected  for  these  three  surveys  between  December  1987  and  October 
1988.  Non-proprietary  higher  education  institutions  (two-year,  four-year,  or  advanced  degree)  were  stratified 
by  size  and  assigned  to  strata  adapted  from  the  higher  education  institution  classification  system  developed 
by  the  Carnegie  Foundation  for  the  Advancement  of  Teaching,^  Within  each  stratum,  institutions  were 
randomly  selected.  Lists  of  faculty  employed  as  of  October  15,  1987  were  requested  from  participating 
institutions,  and  of  the  480  institutions  selected,  449  (94  percent)  agreed  to  participate  and  provided  lists  of 
their  fall  1987  instructional  faculty  and  department  chairpersons.  Within  four-year  institutions,  faculty  and 
department  chairpersons  were  stratified  by  program  area  and  selected;  within  two-year  institutions,  simple 
random  samples  of  faculty  and  department  chairpersons  were  selected;  and  within  specialized  institutions 
(religious,  medical,  etc.),  only  faculty  were  sampled.  At  all  institutions,  instructional  faculty  were  stratified 
on  the  basis  of  employment  status — full-time  and  part-time.  Questionnaires  that  asked  about  activities 
during  the  1987  fall  term  were  mailed  in  1988.  Questionnaire  responses  were  obtained  from  424  institutions 
(88  percent),  2,427  department  chairpersons  (80  percent),  and  8,383  instructional  faculty  (76  percent). 

A discussion  of  the  procedures  and  results  of  the  1988  full-scale  study  appears  in  1988  National  Survey  of 
Postsecondary  Faculty:  Methodology  Report  (U.S.  Department  of  Education,  National  Center  for 
Education  Statistics:  Washington,  D.C.,  May  18,  1990).  Four  analytical  reports  were  also  prepared  using 
NSOPF-88  data:  Faculty  in  Higher  Education  Institutions,  1988  [NCES  90-365];  Institutional  Policies  and 
Practices  Regarding  Faculty  in  Higher  Education  [NCES  90-333];  A Descriptive  Report  of  Academic 
Departments  in  Higher  Education  Institutions  [NCES  90-339];  and  Profiles  of  Faculty  in  Higher 
Education  Institutions,  1988  [NCES  91-389]. 

L3  Background:  NSOPF-93 

Like  its  predecessor,  NSOPF-93  was  designed  to  provide  a national  profile  of  faculty  in  two-year,  four-year 
(and  above),  doctoral-granting,  public  and  private  non-proprietary  institutions,  and  to  gather  infoniiation  on 
.the  backgrounds,  responsibilities,  workloads,  salaries,  benefits,  and  attitudes  of  both  full-  and  part-time 
faculty.  NSOPF-93  was  conducted  by  the  National  Opinion  Research  Center  (NORC),  a social  science 
research  center  at  the  University  of  Chicago.  NSOPF-93  was  sponsored  by  the  National  Center  for  Education 
Statistics  (NCES),  with  additional  support  from  two  co-sponsoring  agencies,  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Humanities  (NEH)  and  the  National  Science  Foundation  (NSF).  NEH  and  NSF  sponsored  sample 
augmentations  for  both  the  field  test  and  full-scale  study,  and  provided  support  for  the  study  in  its  entirety. 
The  sample  augmentations  were  designed  to  provide  higher  levels  of  precision  for  faculty  overall  and  to  ‘ 
provide  oversamples  of  specific  subgroups  of  faculty,  particularly  full-time  females;  black,  non-Hispanics; 
Asian/Pacific  Islanders;  Hispanics;  and  faculty  in  the  humanities. 

The  second  cycle  of  the  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  (NSOPF-93)  was  conducted  in  response  to 
a continuing  need  for  data  on  faculty  and  other  instructional  personnel,  all  of  whom  directly  affect  the  quality, 
of  education  in  postsecondary  institutions.  Faculties  determine  curriculum  content,  performance  standards  , 
for  students,  and  the  quality  of  students’  preparation  for  careers.  In  addition,  faculty  members  perform 
research  and  development  work  upon  which  the  nation’s  technological  and  economic  advancement  depend. 
For  these  reasons,  it  is  essential  to  understand  who  they  are;  what  they  do;  and  whether,  how,  and  why  the 
nation’s  faculty  are  changing. 

Data  collected  for  the  second  cycle  of  NSOPF  expand  the  current  information  base  about  faculty  in  several 
important  ways.  First,  the  data  allow  for  comparisons  to  be  made  over  time.  Second,  more  detailed 


'Seeyl  Classification  of  Institutions  of  Higher  Education,  The  Carnegie  Foundation  for  the  Advancement  of 
Teaching  (Princeton,  N.J.,  1987). 
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comparisons  can  be  made  because  of  the  increase  in  both  the  institutional  and  faculty  sample  sizes.  Third, 
these  data  examine  critical  issues  surrounding  faculty  that  have  developed  since  the  1988  study.  Fourth,  to 
get  a clearer  and  more  accurate  picture  of  faculty  and  instruction,  NSOPF-93  expanded  the  definition  of 
faculty  to  include  both  non-instructional  faculty  and  non- faculty  instructional  personnel  in  higher  education 
institutions.  Henceforth,  the  term  ''faculty”  will  be  used  in  its  broadest  sense  to  designate  both  non- 
instructional  and  instructional  faculty  and  other  instructional  staff  Chapter  3 discusses  the  definitions  of 
eligible  faculty  in  greater  detail. 

1.4  NSOPF-93  Field  Test 

A field  test  of  NSOPF-93  data  collection  instruments  and  survey  procedures  with  a national  probability 
sample  of  136  institutions  (54  core  institutions,  and  82  institutions  selected  to  augment  the  core  sample, 
funded  by  NSF)  and  636  faculty  was  conducted  between  February  and  September  1992.  The  general 
purposes  of  the  field  test  were  to  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  faculty  and  institution  questionnaires  and  to 
test  key  procedures  to  be  used  in  the  full-scale  study. 

Institutional  cooperation  was  sought  from  all  136  institutions  and  a faculty  list  was  solicited  from  each 
institution.  The  overall  participation  rate  for  faculty  list  collection  was  89  percent  (93  percent  for  the  core 
sample  and  87  percent  for  the  augmented  sample).  The  field  test  faculty  sample  consisted  of  636  faculty 
selected  from  53  participating  core  institutions.  A total  of  495  faculty  participated,  for  a response  rate  of  82 
percent.  The  institution  survey  was  limited  to  the  120  participating  institutions  that  had  provided  lists  of 
faculty  and/or  confirmed  their  participation  prior  to  September  1,  1992.  Ninety  four  of  these  institutions 
responded  to  the  institution  questionnaire  for  a response  rate  of  78  percent  (82  percent  for  the  core 
institutions  and  78  percent  for  the  augmented  sample). 

The  results  of  the  field  test  informed  the  design  of  the  full-scale  study.  A detailed  discussion  of  the 
procedures  and  results  of  the  1992  field  test  appears  in  the  1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecondary 
Faculty  Field  Test  Report  (U.S.  Department  of  Education,  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics, 
Washington,  D.C.,  February  1994  [NCES  93-390]). 

1 .5  NSOPF-93  Full-Scale  Study 

For  the  NSOPF-93  full-scale  study,  the  sample  sizes  were  increased  from  480  institutions  and  1 1,013  faculty 
(in  1988),  to  974  institutions  and  3 1,354  faculty.  The  larger  sample  sizes  allowed  for  more  detailed 
comparisons  and  higher  levels  of  precision  at  both  the  institution  and  faculty  levels.  The  sample  was  also 
augmented  to  provide  data  about  faculty  in  the  humanities;  faculty  in  these  disciplines  were  oversampled,  as 
were  black,  nori-Hispanic;  Hispanic;  Asian/Pacific  Islander;  and  full-time  female  faculty.  As  in  the  1988 
study,  the  sample  consisted  of  non-proprietary  two-  and  four-year  (and  above)  higher  education  institutions 
stratified  by  a modified  Carnegie  classification  and  by  faculty  size.  Institutional  recruitment  for  the  full-scale 
study  began  in  October,  1992,  when  recruitment  packets  were  mailed  to  the  Chief  Administrative  Officers  of 
789  institutions.  A supplemental  sample  of  185  institutions  was  added  to  ensure  adequate  representation 
across  all  strata.  Of  the  974  institutions  in  the  total  sample,  12  were  found  to  be  ineligible.  Of  the  962 
eligible  institutions,  817  institutions  (85  percent)  agreed  to  participate  in  the  study  (i.e.,  to  provide  lists  of 
faculty  employed  during  the  1992  Fall  Term,  that  is,  the  term  in  progress  on  October  15,  1992).  The  faculty 
sample  was  selected  from  these  817  institutions.  In  1993,  questionnaires  that  asked  primarily  about  the  1992 
Fall  term  were  mailed  to  institutions  and  faculty.  (Specific  questionnaire  items  are  discussed  in  Chapter  2.) 
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The  target  sample  for  the  faculty  survey  consisted  of  3 1,354  faculty  selected  from  8 17  participating 
institutions.  Of  these,  1,590  were  found  to  be  ineligible.  Of  the  29,764  eligible  faculty,  25,780  (87  percent) 
completed  questionnaires  either  by  self-administration  or  by  a computer-assisted  telephone  interview  (CATI). 

Institution  questionnaires  were  mailed  to  institution  representatives  at  all  962  eligible  institutions,  including 
those  that  did  not  supply  a list  of  faculty.  Of  the  eligible  institutions,  872  (91  percent)  completed  an 
institution  questionnaire. 

A survey  report  summarizing  key  results  from  the  faculty  survey  is  available:  Faculty  and  Instructional 
Staff:  Who  Are  They  and  What  Do  They  Do?  [NCES  94-346].  Other  reports  based  on  data  from  the 
NSOPF-93  faculty  survey  include:  Instructional  Faculty  and  Staff  in  Higher  Education  Institutions:  Fall 
1987  and  Fall  1992  [NCES  97-470]  and  Characteristics  and  Attitudes  of  Instructional  Faculty  and  Staff  in 
the  Humanities  [NCES  97-973].  Another  report.  Institutional  Policies  and  Practices  Regarding  Faculty  in 
Higher  Education  [NCES  97-080]  is  based  on  the  NSOPF-93  institution  survey.  These  and  future 
publications  will  also  be  available  on  the  Internet  on  NCES’s  World  Wide  Web  site  at: 
http://www.ed.gov/NCES. 

1.6  Restricted-use  Data  File  and  Documentation 

A restricted-use  data  file  has  been  produced  for  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  component  on  magnetic  tape  and  on 
CD-ROM.  The  1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  Data  File  User  *s  Manual  [NCES  97-466] 
accompanies  the  NSOPF-93  data  files  appearing  on  magnetic  tape  and  on  CD-ROM. 

The  restricted-use  data  file  has  been  released  through  individual  licensing  agreements  to  analysts  who  require 
access  to  the  complete  NCES  data  files  for  their  research.  Users  agree,  imder  penalty  of  law,  that  they  shall 
not  release  any  information  that  may  lead  to  disclosure  of  a respondent’s  identity.  The  restricted-use  data  file 
contains  data  for  25,780  respondents  from  817  participating  institutions. 

1.7  Public-use  Data  Files  and  Documentation 

Public-use  institution  and  faculty  data  files  are  also  available  on  diskette  or  CD-ROM.  The  institution  file 
contains  data  from  the  872  postsecondary  institutions  that  completed  an  institution  questionnaire. 

The  public-use  faculty  data  file  contains  data  for  25,780  respondents  from  817  participating  institutions. 
Because  multi-level  micro  data  carry  some  risk  of  statistical  disclosure  of  institutional  or  individual  identities, 
the  faculty  data  were  subjected  to  an  extensive  deductive  disclosure  analysis  to  determine  which  items,  used 
alone,  in  conjunction  with  other  key  variables,  or  in  conjimction  with  public  external  sources  such  as  NCES’s 
Integrated  Postsecondary  Education  Data  System  (IPEDS)  files,  have  significant  disclosure  potential.  To 
minimize  the  possible  risk  of  disclosure  of  individual  respondents,  in  compliance  with  the  National 
Education  Statistics  Act,  Public  Law  103-382  [20  USC  9001  et  seq.'],  the  Carl  D.  Perkins  Vocational 
Education  Act,  and  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974  [5  U.S.C.  552a],  variables  fovmd  to  pose  significant  disclosure 
risks  were  modified  or  suppressed  to  remove  or  to  substantially  reduce  such  risks. 

1.8  Derived  Variables 

For  NSOPF-93,  a total  of  36  institution-level  and  107  faculty-level  derived  variables  were  created  in  order  to 
simplify  access  to  standard  queries  useful  to  analysts  as  well  as  to  enhance  substantive  analysis.  Since 
research  questions  frequently  require  independent  or  control  variables,  this  set  of  derived  variables  has  been 
carefully  constructed  and  added  to  the  faculty  and  institution  data  files.  The  faculty  restricted-use  file 
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includes  all  143  derived  variables.  The  institution  file  contains  only  the  36  institution-level  derived  variables. 
The  public-use  faculty  file  contains  selected  derived  variables  that  were  found  not  to  pose  significant 
disclosure  risks. 

Multiple  sources  of  data  were  used  to  create  institution-level  derived  variables  including:  the  1991-92  IPEDS, 
the  “Carnegie  classification”  system,  and  NSOPF-93  sampling  information.  Documentation  for  all  derived 
variables  appears  in  Appendix  O. 

1.9  Electronic  Codebooks  on  CD-ROM  and  Documentation 

In  addition  to  hardcopy  codebooks  that  accompany  the  various  releases  of  NSOPF-93  data,  three  NSOPF-93 
electronic  codebooks  (ECBs)  are  also  available  to  users.  One  ECB  consists  of  the  public-use  institution  file, 
another  consists  of  the  restricted-use  faculty  data  file,  and  the  other  consists  of  the  faculty  restricted-use  file 
merged  with  the  public-use  institution  file.  The  ECBs  feature  windows  with  unweighted  frequencies  and 
percentages.  A README.TXT  file  on  the  CD-ROM  describes  how  to  install  the  ECBs.  Extensive  “help” 
files  and  menus  explain  ECB  features. 

The  ECB  combines  the  convenience,  simplicity,  and  cost  efficiencies  of  personal  computers  (PCs)  with  CD- 
ROM  technology.  ECBs  permit  users  to  search  for  variables  based  on  key  words  and  names.  The  ECB 
displays  full  question  text  and  unweighted  frequencies  for  each  variable  in  order  to  assist  users  in  deciding 
which  data  elements  may  be  useful  for  their  analyses.  The  ECB  can  also  be  used  as  a tool  for  selecting 
variables  for  subsequent  analysis,  writing  SAS  or  SPSS-PC  code  for  file  construction  of  the  designated 
variables,  and  for  generating  a codebook  of  the  chosen  set  of  variables.  More  detailed  information  on  the 
features  of  the  NSOPF-93  ECBs  appears  in  the  1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty:  Data  File 
User 's  Manual  [NCES  97-466]  and  in  the  ECB  “help”  files  and  menus  on  the  CD-ROM. 

1.10  Data  Analysis  System  on  CD-ROM  and  Documentation 

A NSOPF-93  faculty  Data  Analysis  System  (DAS)  is  also  available.  The  DAS  provides  a convenient,  menu- 
driven  system  allowing  researchers  to  produce  tables  of  frequencies  and  cross  tabulations  and  correlation 
matrices.  The  NSOPF-93  sample  is  not  a simple  random  sample.  Therefore,  simple  random  sample 
techniques  for  estimating  sampling  error  cannot  be  applied  to  these  data.  The  DAS  takes  into  account  the 
complexity  of  the  sampling  procedures  and  calculates  standard  errors  appropriate  for  such  samples.  DAS 
software  provides  all  information  necessary  for  a user  to  set  up  and  run  a variety  of  analyses.  Each  DAS  is 
self-documenting,  with  weighted  data  distributions  and  full  descriptions  for  each  variable.  The  DAS  allows 
users  to  select  variables  for  rows,  columns,  and  subgroups  for  tables  from  the  list  of  available  variables, 
many  of  which  have  been  computed  to  simplify  analysis.  Continuous  variables,  such  as  income,  can  be 
recoded  into  categories  for  rows,  column  percentages,  or  subgroup  definitions.  Categorical  variables,  such  as 
race,  can  be  grouped  or  “lumped”  in  various  ways  for  analysis.  Table  titles  as  well  as  variable  labels  can  be 
edited  by  the  user,  and  DAS  output  is  compatible  with  most  spreadsheet  software.  In  addition  to  the  table 
estimates,  the  DAS  calculates  proper  standard  errors  and  weighted  sample  sizes  for  these  estimates.  If  the 
number  of  valid  cases  does  not  meet  the  minimum  requirement  based  on  NCES  statistical  standards,  the  DAS 
prints  the  message  ^^low-N.”  Users  can  also  define  variables  for  use  in  a correlation  matrix,  which  can  be 
imported  into  standard  statistical  packages  for  more  complex  analysis.  More  detailed  information  on  the 
features  of  the  NSOPF-93  DAS  appears  in  the  “help”  files  and  menus  on  the  DAS/CD-ROM. 


5 


18 


1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
Methodolo^  Report 


1.11  How  to  Obtain  NSOPF-93  Products 

Restricted-use  faculty  data  are  available  at  no  charge  on  a restricted  loan  basis  to  organizations  that  obtain  an 
approved  licensing  agreement  from  NCES.  To  request  a licensing  agreement,  the  individual  and/or  institution 
must  provide  the  following  information: 

• The  title  of  the  survey  to  which  access  is  desired. 

• A detailed  discussion  of  the  statistical  research  project  that  requires 
accessing  the  restricted  NCES  survey  data. 

• The  name  and  title  of  the  most  senior  official  who  has  the  authority  to  bind  the  organization 
to  the  provisions  of  the  licensing  agreement. 

• The  name  and  title  of  the  project  officer  who  will  oversee  the  daily  operations. 

• The  name,  telephone  number,  and  title  of  professional  and  technical  staff  who  will  access  the 
survey  database.  Each  professional  or  technical  staff  member  with  access  to  the  data  is 
required  to  sign  and  to  have  notarized  an  Affidavit  of  Nondisclosure. 

• The  estimated  loan  period  necessary  for  accessing  the  NCES  survey  database. 

The  desired  computer  product  specifications,  such  as  medium  (9-track  tape,  CD-ROM) 
code  convention  (ASCII,  EBCDIC,  SAS),  etc. 

To  obtain  further  details  and  a licensing  agreement  form  please  write  to: 


Data  Security  Officer 

Statistical  Standards  and  Services  Group 

U.S.  Department  of  Education 

Office  of  Educational  Research  and  Improvement 

National  Center  for  Education  Statistics 

555  New  Jersey  Avenue,  N.W.,  Room  408 

Washington,  D.C.  20208 

(202)219-1831 

Individuals  who  obtain  restricted-use  faculty  data  after  signing  a licensing  agreement  with  NCES  can  receive 
the  following  products  on  one  CD-ROM:  the  NSOPF-88  and  NSOPF-93  faculty  data  files-  the  NSOPF-93 
institution  data  file;  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  ECB,  the  1993  merged  faculty  and  institution  ECB;  the  user’s 
manual  for  the  institution  and  restricted-use  faculty  data  files;  and  the  faculty  and  institution  questionnaires. 

For  those  individuals  who  do  not  wish  to  obtain  a licensing  agreement,  a public-use  faculty  data  file  (which 
contains  a reduced  number  of  variables  to  avoid  disclosure)  can  be  ordered  from  the  National  Education  Data 
Resource  Center  (see  address  below).  The  public-use  institution  file  can  also  be  ordered  from  the  National 
Education  Data  Resource  Center.  Individuals  who  order  the  public-use  faculty  file  on  CD-ROM  will  receive 
the  NSOPF-93  public-use  faculty  and  institution  data  files,  the  institution  ECB,  a user’s  guide  for  the  public- 
use  faculty  and  institution  files,  and  the  faculty  and  institution  questionnaires. 
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The  DAS  can  be  accessed  also  through  the  Internet  on  NCES’s  World  Wide  Web  site  at  http://www.ed.gov/ 
NCES.  DAS  procedures  can  be  performed  oyer  the  World  Wide  Web.  The  DAS  CD-ROM  for  PC  use  (in 
DOS  and  Windows  versions)  can  also  be  ordered  by  contacting: 

National  Education  Data  Resource  Center 
c/o  Pinkerton  Computer  Consultants,  Inc. 

1900  N.  Beauregard  Street,  Suite  200 
Alexandria,  VA  22311-1722 
Phone:(703)  845-3151 
FAX:  (703)  820-7465 
E-mail:  nedrc@inet.ed  .gov. 

Feedback  and  suggestions  on  the  products  and  other  features  of  NSOPF-93  are  welcome.  Please  address 
your  comments  to: 

Linda  Zimbler 

NSOPF  Project  Officer 

U.S.  Department  of  Education 

Office  of  Educational  Research  and  Improvement 

National  Center  for  Education  Statistics 

555  New  Jersey  Avenue,  N.W. 

Room  422A 

Washington,  D.C.  20208  ^ 

Phone:  (202)  219-1834 
E-mail:  Linda_Zimbler@ed.gov. 
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2.  Data  Collection  Instruments 


2.1  Overview 

This  chapter  provides  a brief  description  of  the  two  survey  instruments  developed  and  used  in  NSOPF-93: 
the  faculty  questionnaire  and  the  institution  questionnaire.  Both  instruments  were  designed  as  self- 
administered  questionnaires  (SAQs).  A CATI  (computer-assisted  telephone  interview)  version  of  the  faculty 
questionnaire  was  also  developed  and  used  during  the  follow-up  data  collection  effort.  Copies  of  the 
NSOPF-93  self-administered  instruments  appear  in  Appendix  F and  Appendix  G. 

2.2  Development  of  Questionnaire  Items 

Several  research  and  policy  concerns  guided  questionnaire  development.  One  of  the  overriding  objectives 
was  to  preserve  as  many  of  the  1988  items  as  were  relevant  and  feasible.  But  this  goal  had  to  be  balanced 
with  the  need  to  address  recent  policy  issues  that  had  emerged  since  the  previous  study.  In  order  to  balance 
these  aims,  it  was  necessary  to  identify,  to  revise,  or  to  eliminate  some  questionnaire  items  that  were  either 
problematic  or  were  no  longer  relevant  to  the  broader  issues. 

For  both  the  field  test  and  the  full-scale  study,  questionnaire  items  were  constructed  based  on  input  from 
several  sources,  including  the  1988  questionnaires,  other  postsecondary  education  surveys,  the  NSOPF-93 
National  Technical  Review  Panel  (NTRP),  and  project  staff  and  consultants.  Questionnaire  items  for  the  full- 
scale  study  were  further  revised  (or  deleted)  based  on  the  results  of  the  1992  NSOPF  field  test  and 
recommendations  from  the  NTRP. 

The  1988  institution  and  faculty  questionnaires  were  used  as  a point  of  departure  in  determining  which  items 
should  initially  be  preserved,  expanded,  or  revised  for  the  NSOPF-93  field  test  and  later  for  the  full-scale 
study.  One  major  change  was  the  definition  of  faculty  used  in  the  1993  cycle  of  NSOPF.  While  the  1988 
survey  collected  data  from  full-  and  part-time  faculty  who  provided  instruction  for  credit,  the  1993  sample 
was  expanded  to  include  non-instructional  faculty,  as  well  as  instructional  faculty  and  staff  The  consensus 
resulting  from  the  NTRP  meetings  was  that  the  population  of  non-instructional  personnel  with  faculty  status 
was  too  important  to  exclude  from  the  study.  Deans,  college  and  university  administrators,  librarians  and 
directors  of  university  resource  centers  are  included  in  this  population  of  non-instructional  faculty. 

In  addition,  NSOPF-93  eliminated  the  Departmental  Chairperson  survey  (a  major  part  of  the  1988  cycle)  in 
favor  of  larger  faculty  and  institution  samples.^  Because  the  items  in  this  survey  were  best  addressed  by  the 
department  chairperson,  it  was  deemed  advisable  to  incorporate  only  a few  of  the  questionnaire  items  from 
this  earlier  survey  into  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  or  institution  questionnaire. 

A variety  of  related  postsecondary  education  studies  were  reviewed  in  the  process  of  developing  the 
questionnaires,^  and  some  of  their  items  were  incorporated  into  the  questionnaires  for  the  field  test  and  the 


^The  final  status  of  the  department  chairperson  survey  has  not  been  determined  for  future  NSOPF  cycles. 

’Institute  of  Social  Research,  York  University,  The  Academic  Profession  in  Canada  (York,  Ontario:  Institute 
of  Social  Research,  1986);  Harvard  University,  1 967  Survey  of  Faculty  (Cambridge,  Mass.:  Harvard  University, 
1967);  Higher  Education  Research  Institute,  /PSPFacM/ry5'Mrvey(Los  Angeles:  Higher  Education  Research  Institute, 
1989);  National  Center  for  Research  to  Improve  Postsecondary  Teaching  and  Learning,  Faculty  at  Work:  A Survey  of 
Motivations,  Expectations,  and  Satisfactions  (Ann  Arbor,  Mich.:  University  of  Michigan,  1987);  Carnegie  Foundation 
for  the  Advancement  of  Teaching,  National  Surve^^  of  Faculty  (Princeton,  N.J.:  Carnegie  Foundation  for  the 
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full-scale  study.  Exhibits  2-1  and  2-2  describe  the  items  in  the  faculty  and  institution  questionnaires  by 

content  area  and  link  specific  questions  to  the  1988  instruments.  Copies  of  the  1988  questionnaires  appear  in 
Appendices  A-C. 

2.3  Faculty  Questionnaire 

The  faculty  questionnaire  was  desired  to  address  a variety  of  policy-relevant  issues  about  higher  education 
faculty  and  their  institutions,  including:  (1)  the  background  characteristics  and  current  activities  of 
instructional  and  non-instructional  faculty;  (2)  the  supply  of,  and  demand  for,  faculty  in  postsecondary 
institutions;  (3)  faculty  as  both  a resource  and  a consumer  of  resources;  and  (4)  faculty  attitudes  and 
behaviors  about  key  aspects  of  the  higher  education  environment. 

Given  the  changed  definition  of  faculty,  questions  were  added  about  research-only  and  other  non-instructional 
faculty  members  to  an  instrument  that  had  previously  sought  information  only  about  instructional  faculty. 

The  faculty  questionnaire  was  also  revised  to  emphasize  behavioral  rather  than  attitudinal  questions  in  order 
to  collect  data  on  who  the  faculty  are;  what  they  do;  and  whether,  how,  and  why  the  composition  of  the 
nation  s faculty  is  changing.  The  questionnaire  addressed: 

• background  characteristics  and  academic  credentials; 

workloads  and  time  allocation  between  classroom  instruction  and  other  activities  such  as 
research,  course  preparation,  consulting,  public  service,  doctoral  or  student  advising, 
conferences,  and  curriculum  development; 

• compensation,  and  the  importance  of  other  sources  of  income,  such  as  consulting  fees, 
royalties,  etc.,  or  income-in-kind; 

• roles  and  differences,  if  any,  between  full-  and  part-time  faculty  in  their  participation  in 
institutional  policy-making  and  planning; 

• faculty  attitudes  toward  their  jobs,  their  institutions,  higher  education,  and  student 
achievement  in  general; 

changes  in  teaching  methods,  and  the  impact  of  new  technologies  on  teaching  techniques; 

• career  and  retirement  plans; 

• differences  between  those  who  have  instructional  responsibilities  and  those  who  have  no 
instructional  responsibilities,  such  as  those  engaged  only  in  research;  and 

differences  between  those  with  teaching  responsibilities  but  no  faculty  status  and  those  with 
teaching  responsibilities  and  faculty  status. 

The  desip  of  the  full-scale  study  questionnaire  required  input  from  NCES,  the  National  Science  Foundation 
(NSF),  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities  (NEH),  and  the  NSOPF-93  National  Technical  Review 
Panel  (NTRP),  as  well  as  an  analysis  of  the  data  collected  using  the  field  test  questionnaire.  Respondent 
comments  collected  during  the  field  test  were  reviewed  and  a debriefing  was  held  with  field  test  interviewers. 


Advancement  of  Teaching,  1984  and  1989). 
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Respondent  and  interviewer  comments  are  summarized  in  the  1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecondary 
Faculty  Field  Test  Report  [NCES  93-930],  Many  questions,  or  subparts  of  questions,  were  deleted  from  the 
field  test  questionnaire  based  on  high  nonresponse  or  low  reliability.  Questions  which  were  retained  were 
sometimes  modified  to  be  clearer  or  more  understandable.  Some  new  items  were  added  based  on  NTRP 
recommendations . 

2.4  Institution  Questionnaire 

The  institution  questionnaire  for  the  full-scale  study  was  divided  into  three  major  sections,  dealing  with  full- 
time instructional  faculty  and  staff,  part-time  instructional  faculty  and  staff,  and  full-time  nbn-instructional 
faculty,  respectively.  As  noted  above,  the  inclusion  of  non-instructional  faculty  was  new  to  NSOPF-93. 
Because  institutional  definitions  of  faculty  vary  widely,  a question  asked  each  institution  for  its  own 
definitions  of  full-  and  part-time  faculty,  both  instructional  and  non-instructional.  The  institution 
questionnaire  obtained  information  on: 

• the  numbers  of  full-  and  part-time  instructional  and  non-instructional  faculty,  as  well  as 
instructional  personnel  without  faculty  status,  and  their  distributions  by  employment  status 
(i.e.  full-time,  part-time)  and  tenure  status  (based  on  the  definitions  provided  by  the 
institution); 

• institutional  tenure  policies  and  changes  in  policies  on  granting  tenure  to  faculty  members; 

• the  impact  of  tenure  policies  on  the  influx  of  new  faculty  and  on  career  development; 

• the  growth  and  promotion  potential  for  existing  non-tenured  junior  faculty; 

• the  benefits  and  retirement  plans  available  to  faculty;  and 

• the  turnover  rates  of  faculty  at  the  institution. 

The  institution  questionnaire  used  in  the  full-scale  study  was  quite  different  in  content  from  the  field  test 
questionnaire.  The  results  of  the  field  test  were  reviewed  by  NCES,  the  NSOPF-93  NTRP  and  members  of 
the  Association  for  Institutional  Research  (AIR)  in  order  to  revise  the  questionnaire  to  capture  as  much  data 
as  possible  while  minimizing  respondent  burden.  One  of  the  major  changes  between  the  field  test  and  the 
full-scale  study  was  the  elimination  of  items  that  asked  for  counts  of  minority  and  female  faculty.  Based  on 
field  test  results  and  discussions  with  the  NTRP,  it  was  apparent  that  many  institutions  could  not  provide 
accurate  information.  Others  refused  to  respond.  In  addition,  the  full-scale  questionnaire  included  a glossary 
to  highlight  the  operational  definitions  being  used  in  the  survey  (e.g.,  instructional  faculty  versus  non- 
instructional  faculty)  but  also  asked  for  the  respondent  to  provide  institutional  definitions  of  permanent, 
temporary,  full-  and  part-time  faculty.  Separate  benefits  questions  were  added  for  temporary  full-time  faculty 
and  instructional  staff.  Another  set  of  questions  on  institution  subsidization  of  benefits  was  added  as  well. 

Other  changes  between  the  field  test  and  full-scale  study  included  the  addition  of  items  asking  about 
institutional  downsizing.  These  items  were  included  because  of  recommendations  from  NTRP  and  AIR 
members,  and  because  institutions  were  reporting  the  loss  of  faculty  due  to  fiscal  constraints.  Another 
recommendation  of  the  NTRP  was  to  collect  data  on  the  percentage  of  full-  and  part-time  faculty  represented 
by  a union  for  purposes  of  collective  bargaining.  For  more  discussion  of  the  field  test,  see  the  1 992-93 
National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  Field  Test  Report  [NCES  93-390]. 
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Exhibit  2-1;  NSOPF  faculty  questionnaire;  content  and  linkage 
of  items  between  1988  and  1993  NSOPF  cycles 


Content  area 

NSOPF-93  faculty 

questionnaire 

question 

Source 

question 

from 

NSOPF-88 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from  NSOPF-88 
question 

Instructional  duties 

1 

1 

Instructional  duties 

lA  Revised 

2 

Change  in  order  of  response  categories. 

New  response  choice: 

1 . AH  of  your  instructional  duties  related  to  credit 
courses. 

Wording  changes: 

Question  shortened. 

Added:  “...or  advising  or  supervising  academic 
activities”  to  response  categories  2 and  3. 

“At  least...”  eliminated  from  response  catejsorv  2 

Principal  activity 

2 New 

3 

Question  expanded: 

Asks  for  “principal  activity  at  this  institution”,  and  lists 
sabbatical  from  another  institution”  as  one  of  eight 
response  categories.  NSOPF-88  asks  only  if  respondent 
is  on  sabbatical  from  this  institution  ('“ves”  or  “no”') 

Faculty  status 

3 New 

Full-time/part-time  status 

4 

4ANew 

4 

Question  expanded: 

A new  sub-question  at  Q.4a  asks  for  reasons  respondent 
worked  part-time;  provides  six  response  categories  (a-f) 
to  be  answered  yes  or  no. 

Change  in  order  of  response  categories  at  Q.4  (full-time 
= category  1 and  part-time  = category  2 in  1988)  to 
facilitate  approach  to  0.4a. 

Responsibilities 

5 

7 

Year  job  at  institution  began 

6 New 

Tenure  status 

7 Revised 
7ANew 

9,10 

Order  of  response  categories  changed. 
Question  reformatted: 

If  respondent  selects  category  1 (tenured),  then 
respondent  answers  7A  about  the  year  tenure  was 
achieved  (Q.IO  in  the  NSOPF-88  questionnaire') 

Length  of  contract 

8 Revised 

11 

Wording  changes: 

Response  category  3 changed  from:  “two  or  more 
academic/calendar  years”  to:  “A  limited  number  of  years 
(i.e.,  two  or  more  academic/calendar  years).”  “OTHER” 
category  for  open-ended  answer  added. 

Academic  rank 

9 Revised 

12 

Question  expanded: 

Asks  for  academic  rank,  title,  or  position. 
Response  category  eliminated: 
“Distinguished/Named  Professor.” 

Year  achieved  academic  rank 

10 

13 

24 
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Content  area 

NSOPF-93  faculty 

questionnaire 

question 

Source 

question 

from 

NSOPF-88 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from  NSOPF-88 
question 

Type  of  appointment 

11  Revised 

14 

Wording  change: 

From:  “...Did  you  hold  any  of  the  following  kinds  of 
appointments  at  this  institution?” 

To:  “...which  of  the  following  kinds  of  appointments  did 
you  hold  at  this  institution?” 

New  response  categories: 

5.  Clinical  (WRITE  IN  TITLE  OR  POSITION). 

6.  Research  (WRITE  IN  TITLE  OR  POSITION). 

Principal  teaching  discipline 

12 

16 

Principal  area  of  research 

13  New 

Undergraduate  academic 
awards 

14  Revised 

27 

Change  in  order  of  response  categories: 
Response  category  6 was  0 in  1988. 

Graduate  financial  assistance 

15 

28 

Change  in  wording  in  1993: 

Phrase  “forms  of  financial  assistance”  added. 
New  response  choice: 

“Other  loan”  added  to  response  category  choices. 

Academic  degrees 

16  Revised 

26 

Response  categories  reordered  and  changed  for 
degree  code: 

Categories  reordered  from  highest  to  lowest  degree  and 
category  “Graduate  work  not  resulting  in  a degree” 
eliminated. 

Other  changes: 

Name  of  field  added.  Number  of  degrees  asked  about 
reduced  from  seven  to  four. 

Other  current  employment 

17  Revised 
17ANew 

5 

Wording  change: 

From:  “Please  include  outside  consulting  or  other  self- 
owned  business...” 

To:  “...  or  ^ you  also  have  other  employment  including 
any  outside  consulting  or  other  self-owned  business,  or 
private  practice?” 

New  question  asks: 

“How  many  different  jobs,  other  than  your  employment 
at  this  institution,  did  you  have.. .(WRITE  IN 
NUMBER)” 

ERIC 


"1 
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Content  area 

NSOPF-93  faculty 

questionnaire 

question 

Source 

question 

from 

NSOPF-88 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from  NSOPF-88 
question 

Main  other  current 
employment 

18  Revised 
1 8C  Revised 
18A  New 
1 8B  New 

6 

Wording  changed  to  apply  only  to  main  other  job: 
From:  “Other  than  this  institution,  in  which  of  the 
following  ways  were  you  employed  during  the.  .Fall 
Term...’’ 

To:  “Not  counting  any  employment  at  this  institution, 
what  was  the  employment  sector  of  the  main  other  job 
you  held  during  Fall  1992?” 

Other  changes: 

First  two  NSOPF-88  response  categories  combined  into 
one  category;  two-year  or  less  postsecondary  combined 
into  one  category;  two  consulting  categories  combined 
into  one;  two  government  categories  combined  into  one. 
Definition  of  full-  and  part-time  deleted  (35  hours). 
Minor  changes  in  phrasing  (“On  staff  of’  deleted  from 
response  categories). 

New  questions: 

18A.  What  year  did  you  begin  that  job? 

18B.  What  was  your  primary  responsibility  in  that  job? 

1 . Teaching  2.  Research  3.  Technical  activities  (e.g., 
programmer,  technician,  chemist,  engineer,  etc.) 

4.  Clinical  service  5.  Community/public  service 

6.  Administration  7.  Other 

18C.  Was  that  job  full-time  or  part-time? 

1.  Full-time  2.  Part-time 

Previous  employment 

19  Revised 

29 

Question  reformatted  to  pre-coded  response 
categories. 

Wording  changes: 

From:  Please  begin  with  your  current  job,  and  work 
backward”  (up  to  1 5 jobs)  to:  “the  three  most  recent  and 
significant  main  jobs  that  you  held  during  the  past  15 
years.” 

Added:  “...at  one  place  of  employment” 

To:  “Do  not  list  promotions  in  rank... as  different  jobs.” 
Changes  in  response  categories: 

Employment  sector  and  primary  responsibility  categories 
changed  to  match  categories  at  0- 1 8 and  0 1 8B 

Presentations/ 

publications 

20  Revised 

30 

Wording  changes: 

NSOPF-93  response  categories  1-2  refer  to  articles 
published;  categories  3-4  refer  to  creative  works;  1988 
question  refers  to  articles  or  creative  works  published  for 
all  four  categories. 

Added  phrase: 

“...Count  multiple  presentations/publications  of  the 
same  work  only  once.” 

Foi*mat  change: 

Reversed  response  category  columns  to  ask  about  total 
career  before  asking  about  past  2 years. 

14 
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Content  area 

NSOPF-93  faculty 

questionnaire 

question 

Source 

question 

from 

NSOPF-88 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from  NSOPF-88 
question 

Thesis/ 

dissertation  committees 

21  Revised 

31 

Wording  change; 

“...or  examination  or  certificate  committees”  added  to 
question. 

Changes  to  response  categories; 

Not  applicable  code  added. 

Question  reformatted; 

For  each  category,  asks: 

A.  Number  served  on  , 

B.  Of  that  number,  how  many  did  you  chair? 
Response  categories  added: 
Examination/certification  committees. 

Separates  categories  into  3 undergraduate  and  3 
graduate  categories. 

Number  of  classes  taught 
(Fall  1992) 

22  New 
22A  New 

Added  to  identify  total  classes  and,  or  those,  number  for- 
credit. 

Classroom  responsibilities 
(for-credit) 

23  Revised 

32 

Question  reformatted  into  one  column  per  class, 
categories  pre-coded  for  level  and  instructional 
methods. 

New  instructions; 

Main  question,  1st  sentence,  2nd  clause  shortened  to 
“please  answer  the  following  items.”  Second  and  3rd 
sentences  of  NSOPF-88  main  question  eliminated. 
Added/revised  response  categories; 

Added  “CODE  FOR  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINE  OF 
CLASS.” 

1 St  to  3rd  and  6th  NSOPF-88  response  categories 
become  sub-categories  for  NSOPF-93  Q.23(2),  which 
has  two  new  sub-questions,  ‘TMumber  of  weeks  the  class 
met,”  and  “Number  of  credit  hours.” 

2nd  NSOPF-88  response  choice  split  into  two  sub- 
questions for  Q.23(2),  “Was  this  class  team  taught?” 
and  “Average  U hours  per  week  you  taught  the  class.” 
4th  NSOPF-88  question  becomes  Q.23(3). 

NSOPF-88  primary  level  of  students  response  codes  1 to 
3 become  1st  three  sub-categories  for  Q.23(3). 

Primary  level  of  students,  codes  4 to  6,  incorporated  into 
one  category  at  Q.23(3)  “All  other  students.” 

“Primary  setting”  item  changed  to  “Primary 
instructional  method  used.” 

2nd  primary  setting  code  split  into  sub-categories  2 and 
3 for  Q.23(4)  “Seminar”  and  “discussion  group  or  class 
presentation.” 

Primary  setting  response  codes  7 and  8 replaced  with 
new  categories  “Group  projects”  and  “Cooperative 
learning  groups.” 

Undergraduate  courses 
taught  for  credit/tools  and 
methodology  used 

24  New 
24a  New 
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Content  area 

NSOPF-93  faculty 

questionnaire 

question 

Source  ■. 

question 

from 

NSOPF-88 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from  NSOPF-88 
question 

Individual  instruction 

25  Revised 

33 

Wording  change: 

Additional  definitions  offered  in  text:  ‘Independent 
study  or  one-on-one  instruction,  including  working  with 
student  in  a clinical  or  research  setting^’ 

Additional  instructions;  “Do  not  count  regularly 
scheduled  office  hours.” 

Response  categories: 

Multiple  response  categories  collapsed  into  “all  other 
students.” 

Weekly  scheduled  office 
hours 

26  New 

Informal  student  contact 

27  New 

Research/creative  works 

28  New 

Primary  research/creative 
work 

29  New 

Any  funded 
research/creative  work 

30  New 

PI  orCo-PI: 
funded  research/ 
creative  work 

31  Revised 

34 

Wording  change: 

“principal  investigator  (PI)  or  project  director”  changed 
to  “principal  investigator  (PI)  or  co-principal  investigator 
(Co-PI)” 

phrase  deleted;  “...including  service  contracts  or  internal 
awards” 

Individuals  supported  by 
funded  research/creative 
work 

32  New 

Funded  research/creative 
work 

33  Revised 

35 

Question  introduction  changed, 

1988  question  asked  about  grants  and  contracts  for 
which  respondent  was  principal  investigator.  1993 
questionnaire  asks  about  all  grants  and  contracts  for 
which  respondent  was  a principal  investigator,  a Co-PI 
ora  staff  member. 

Question  expanded  (Parts  C and  E are  new): 

A.  Funding  source  (re-ordered) 

B.  Number  of  grants/contracts 

C.  Work  done  as...  1.  PI2.  Co-PI  3.  Staff 

D.  Total  funds  for  1992-93  academic  year 

E.  How  funds  were  used...  1.  Research 

2.  Program/curriculum  development  3.  Other 

Quality  of  available  resources 

34  New 

Internal  funds  for 
professional  development 

35  New 

16 
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Content  area 

NSOPF-93  faculty 

questionnaire 

question 

Source 

question 

from 

NSOPF-88 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from  NSOPF-88 
question 

Faculty  activities/ 
workload 

36  Revised 

36 

Wording  changes: 

“work”  replaced  by  “activities” 

Category  added: 

Paid  activities  at  institution  asked  separately  from  unpaid 
activities  at  institution.  Number  of  categories  expanded 
from  three  to  four. 

Faculty  activities/ 
workload 

37  Revised 
37A  Revised 
37B  New 

37 

Wording  change: 

From:  “Please  estimate  the  percentage  of  your  total 
working  hours  ...spent  on  each  of  the  following 
activities, 

To:  “In  column  A we  ask  you  to  allocate  your  total  work 
time  ...into  several  categories,” 

New  instructions  added: 

“We  realize  they  are  not  mutually  exclusive 
categories...” 

Instruction  change: 

“We  know  that  this  is  tedious...”  deleted  from  request 
that  percentages  add  up  to  100%  of  total  time. 

Change  in  response  categories,  question  added, 
questions  reformatted: 

Two  responses  asked  for  each  category: 

A.  % of  Work  Time  Spent, 

B.  % of  Work  Time  Preferred. 

a.  Teaching  (incorporates  1st  3 categories  from  NSOPF- 
88), 

b.  Research  (incorporates  5th  to  7th  NSOPF-88 
categories). 

c.  Professional  Growth  (incorporates  8th  and  9th 
NSOPF-88  categories 

d.  Administration  (matches  4th  1988  category). 

e.  Outside  consulting  or  freelance  work  (matches  1 1th 
1988  category). 

f.  Service/Other  Non-Teaching  Activities  (incorporates 
10th,  12th  and  13th  NSOPF-88  categories). 

Union  membership 

38  Revised 

17,18 

Response  categories  expanded,  two  questions 
combined  into  one: 

1 . Union  is  available,  but  I am  not  eligible. 

2. 1 am  eligible,  but  not  a member. 

3. 1 am  eligible,  and  a member. 

4.  Union  is  not  available  at  this  institution. 

Job  satisfaction 

39  Revised 

40  Revised 

19 

Wording  changes: 

Replaced  “do  you  personally  feel  about”  with  “How 
satisfied  or  dissatisfied...?”  at  Q.39,  changed 
“your  job”  to  “your  instructional  duties.” 

Category  changes: 

Q.39  asks  about  six  instructional  duties  categories  and 
Q.40  asks  about  nine  general  job  satisfaction  categories. 
Some  categories  were  modified  or  deleted,  and  new 
catecories  added.  NSOPF-88  had  29  categories. 

17 


1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
Methodology  Report 


Content  area 

NSOPF-93  faculty 

questionnaire 

question 

Source 

question 

from 

NSOPF-88 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from  NSOPF-88 
question 

Faculty  mobility 

41  Revised 

20 

Wording  change:  . 

From:  ‘"How  likely  is  it  you  will  leave  this  job  to  do  the 
following” 

To:  “How  likely  is  it  that  you  will  leave  this  job  to...” 
Categories  modified/added/reordered: 

“Seek  or  accept”  changed  to  “accept.” 

Two  categories  added  to  differentiate  “...postsecondary 
institution”  from  “...not  at  a postsecondary  institution.” 
Retirement  asked  about  last,  instead  of  first. 

Faculty  retirement  age 

42  Revised 

24 

Question  reformatted  to  ask  for  verbatim  response  to 
age  respondent  expects  to  retire. 

Job  satisfaction:  Reasons  for 
accepting  new  position 

43  Revised 

22 

Wording  change: 

From:  “this  job” 

To:  “your  current  position  in  academia  ” 

“...inside  or  outside  of  academia”  added  after  “to  accept 
another  position.” 

Category  changes: 

Some  categories  were  reordered,  six  were  deleted  and 
three  were  added. 

Retirement  options 

44  New 

45  New 

Projected  age  of  retirement 

46  New 

Compensation  from 
institution 

47  Revised 

40 

Wording  changes: 

“Earnings”  is  replaced  by  “compensation.” 

Response  category  headers  replace  “Income”  with 
“Compensation.” 

Changes  to  response  categories: 

“Other  sources  of  earned  income”  becomes  a header. 
Two  response  categories  added  for  verbatim  responses, 
b.  Type  of  appointment  (e.g.,  9 months)  added. 
Instruction  added  to  non-monetary  compensation  items: 
“Do  not  include  employee  benefits,  such  as  medical, 
dental,  or  life  insurance.” 

Household  enumeration 

48  New 

Total  household  income 

49  New 

Number  of  dependents 

50  New 

Sex  (male/female) 

51  Revised 

41 

NSOPF-88  asks  “Your  gender”  and  NSOPF-93 
question  asks 

“Are  you...”  with  response  cateeories 

Date  of  birth 

52.  Revised 

42. 

Wording  change: 

From:  “In  what  year  were  you  born?” 

To:  “In  what  month  and  year  were  you  born*?” 

Race/ethnicity 

53 

44 

“African-American/black”  replaces  “black  ” 

Race/ethnicity 

53ANew 

44‘ 

Added  to  allow  categorization  of  Asian/Pacific  Islander 
ethnic  croups. 

30 
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Content  area 

NSOPF-93  faculty 

questionnaire 

question 

Source 

question 

from 

NSOPF-88 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from  NSOPF-88 
question 

Race/ethnicity 

54 

43 

. 

Race/ethnicity 

54 A New 

43 

Added  to  allow  categorization  of  Hispanic  ethnic 
groups. 

Current  marital  status 

55  Revised 

45 

Response  category  added: 

‘‘Living  with  someone  in  a marriage-like  relationship.” 

Country  of  birth 

56  New  • 

Citizenship  status 

57  Revised 

46 

Wording  changes 

From:  “Of  what  country  are  you  currently  a citizen?” 
To:  “What  is  your  citizenship  status?” 

Question  reformatted: 

1 . United  States  citizen,  native, 

2.  United  States  citizen,  naturalized, 

3.  Permanent  resident  of  the  United  States  (immigrant 
visa),  4.  Temporary  resident  of  United  States  (non- 
immigrant visa).  Categories  3 and  4 each  ask  for 
country  of  present  citizenship. 

Parents’  education 

58  Revised 

47 

Revised  question  does  not  ask  about  spouse. 

Academic  interests  and 
values 

59  Revised 

60  Revised 

48 

49 

Category  changes: 

Some  categories  were  modified  or  deleted,  and  new 
categories  were  added.  Categories  also  reordered.  Five 
of  the  1988  categories  were  retained  at  Q.59  and  eight 
were  deleted;  two  new  categories  were  added. 

Four  of  the  1988  categories  were  retained  at  Q.60  and 
two  were  deleted;  five  new  categories  were  added. 

19 
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Exhibit  2-2:  NSOPF  institution  questionnaire:  content  and  linkage 
of  items  between  1988  and  1993  NSOPF  cycles 


Content  area 

NSOPF-93 

institution 

questionnaire 

question 

Source  question 
from  1988 
institution 
questionnaire 

Source  question 
from  1988 
department 
questionnaire 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from 
NSOPF-88  question 

Institutional  definitions  of 
faculty 

New 

Numbers  of  full/part- 
time faculty/staff,  Fall 
1992 

1 Revised 

4,5,19 

Combined  questions  from  NSOPF-88 
into  one  question.  Omitted  asking 
specifically  for  'Tull-time  faculty  with 

Section  I:  Full-time 

instructional 

faculty/staff 

Changes  in  total  of 
permanent  staff  1 991-92 

2 Revised 

6 

Wording  changes: 

From:  “How  many  full-time  instructional 
faculty  did  your  institution  have  in  each 
of  the  following  categories?” 

To:  “Please  provide  the  following 
information  about  changes  in  the 
number  of  permanent  full-time 
instructional  faculty/staff  between  the 
1991  and  1992  Fall  Terms  ” 

Change  in  response  categories: 
Reordered  sub-items,  added 
“d.  Number... who  left  because  of 
downsizing.. 

Number  of  permanent 
staff  institution  sought  to 
hire 

3 Revised 

13 

Wording  change: 

From:  “For  how  many  unfilled  full-time 
instructional  faculty  positions  in  your 
department  were  candidates  being 
hired?” 

To:  “How  many  permanent  full-time 
instructional  faculty/staff  did  your 
institution  seek  to  hire  for  the  1992  Fall 
Term?” 

Number  of  permanent 
instructional  positions 
not  filled 

4, 4A  New 

Tenure  system 

5 Revised 

3 

Deleted  “for  anv  of  vour” 

Number  of  tenured/ 
tenure  track  staff 
1991/1992 

6 Revised 

8 

9 

Reformatted  answer  matrix 

Number  of  tenured  staff 
who  left  between  1991- 
92 

7 Revised 

9 

10 

Slight  change  in  question  wording. 
Change  in  response  categories: 
Deleted  “to  assume  another  position,” 
“formally  removed  for  cause,”  and 
“dismissed  because  of  institutional 
budget  pressures  or  program  closure” 
Added  “downsizing” 

Number  of  staff 
considered  for/granted 
tenure 

8 

7 

8 
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Content  area 

NSOPF-93 

institution 

questionnaire 

question 

Source  question 
from  1988 
institution 
questionnaire 

Source  question 
from  1988 
department 
questionnaire 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from 
NSOPF-88  question 

Maximum  number  of 
years  on  tenure  track 

9 Revised 

10,12 

11 

Wording  change: 

From:  “Is  there  a maximum  number  of 
years  an  instructional  faculty  member 
can  be  on  tenure  track  and  not  receive 
tenure  at  your  institution?’* 

To:  “Fill  in  the  following  information 
about  the  maximum  number  of  years...” 
Change  in  response  categories: 

Added  “9b.  If  maximum  number  of 
years  has  changed...”  from  NSOPF-88 
question  12. 

Changes  in  tenure  policy 
in  last  5 years 

1 0 Revised 

12 

Change  in  question  wording: 

From  “three  years”  to  “five  years” 
Change  in  response  categories: 

Deleted  “offered  optional  early  or  phased 
retirement”;  asked  separately  in  question 
11. 

Deleted  “changed  the  upper  limit  on  the 
percentage  of  full-time  faculty  who  may 
be  tenured"  and  "changed  the  maximum 
number  of  years  a person  can  be  on 
tenure  track...” 

Early  or  phased 
retirement  policy 
(permanent  staff) 

1 1 Revised 

12 

See  note  for  question  10. 

Retirement  plans 
available  to  permanent 
staff 

1 2 Revised 

15 

Reformatted  question  wording  slightly; 
deleted  asking  for  approximate  number 
of  faculty  participants;  reformatted 
response  matrix 

Change  in  response  categories: 
Reordered  categories,  added 
“b.  Other  403B  plan”  and  changed 
“d.  401 K or  401 B plan”  from  “401  (k)  or 
403(b)  plan” 

Employee  benefits 
(permanent  stafi) 

1 3 Revised 

14,16 

Changes  in  question  wording: 

Added  “permanent”  to  question,  added 
“If  available,  indicate  whether  the  benefit 
is  subsidized  or  not  subsidized  by  your 
institution.” 

Change  in  response  categories: 
Reordered  categories,  added 
k.  Transportation/parking 
n.  Medical  insurance  for  retirees 
0.  Cafeteria-style  plan... 

Percent  of  salary 
contributed  to  benefits  by 
institution 

14  Revised 

17 

Changes  in  question  wording: 
Added  “permanent”  to  question  text 

Availability  of  benefits  to 
temporarv  faculty 

15  *New 

14 

Changes  in  question  wording: 
Added  “temporary”  to  question  text 
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Content  area 

NSOPF-93 

institution 

questionnaire 

question 

Source  question 
from  1988 
institution 
questionnaire 

Source  question 
from  1988 
department 
questionnaire 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from 
NSOPF-88  question 

Employee  benefits 
(temporary  facultv) 

1 6 *New 

14 

See  changes  for  question  13;  added 
“temporary’'  in  question  text 

Percent  of  undergraduate 
instruction  by  full-time 
staff 

17  New 

Teacher  assessment 

18  Revised 

19 

Changes  in  question  wording: 

From:  “In  which  of  the  following  ways, 
if  any,  is  the  teaching  performance  of 
full-time  faculty  assessed  in  your 
department?” 

To:  “Are  any  of  the  following  used  in 
assessing  teaching  performance  of  full- 
time (permanent  or  temporary) 
instructional  faculty/staff  at  this 
institution?” 

Change  in  response  categories: 
Changed  c.  from  “student  placement  or 
honors”  to  “student  career  placement” 

Collective  bargaining 

19, 19A 

13 

17 

Changes  in  question  wording: 
Added  “with  this  institution” 

Section  II:  Full-time 

non-instructional 

faculty 

Changes  in  total  of 
permanent  staff  1991/92 

20  *New 

6 

See  note  for  question  2 

Tenure  system 

21  *New 

3 

See  note  for  question  5 

Number  of  tenured/ 
tenure  track  staff 
1991/1992 

22  *New 

8 

9 

See  note  for  question  6 

Number  of  tenured  staff 
who  left  between  1991- 
92 

23  *New 

9 

10 

See  note  for  question  7 

Number  considered 
for/eranted  tenure 

24  *New 

7 

8 

See  note  for  question  8 

Maximum  number  of 
years  on  tenure  track 

25  *New 

10 

11 

See  note  for  question  9 

Changes  in  tenure  policy 
in  last  5 years 

26  *New 

12 

See  note  for  question  10 

Early  or  phased 
retirement  policy 
(permanent  staff) 

27  *New 

12 

See  note  for  question  1 1 

Retirement  plans  avail- 
able to  permanent  staff 

28  *New 

15 

See  note  for  question  12 

Employee  benefits 
(permanent  staff) 

29  *New 

14 

See  note  for  question  13 
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Content  area 

NSOPF-93 

institution 

questionnaire 

question 

Source  question 
from  1988 
institution 
questionnaire 

Source  question 
from  1988 
department 
questionnaire 

How  NSOPF-93  question  differs  from 
NSOPF-88  question 

Percent  of  salary 
contributed  to  benefits  by 
institution 

30 

*New 

17 

See  note  for  question  14 

Availability  of  benefits  to 
temnorary  faculty 

31 

♦New 

14 

See  note  for  question  1 5 

Employee  benefits 
(temporarv  faculty) 

32 

♦New 

14 

See  note  for  question  16 

Collective  bargainine 

33.33A 

♦New 

13 

17 

See  note  for  question  19,  19A 

Section  HI:  Part-time 

instructional 

faculty/staff 

Availability  of  retirement 
plans 

34 

New 

Retirement  plans: 

subsidized/nonsubsidiz- 

ed 

35 

Revised 

23 

See  note  for  question  1 2 

Employee  benefits 

36 

New 

Employee  benefits 
available 

37 

♦New 

24,14 

See  note  for  question  13 
Also  added  p.  “other” 

Percent  of  salary 
contributed  to  benefits  by 
institution 

38 

Revised 

25 

Question  wording  slightly  revised 

Eligibility  criteria  for 
benefits 

39 

New 

Eligibility  requirements 
for  benefits 

40 

New 

Percent  of  undergraduate 
instruction  by  part-time 
staff 

41 

New 

Teacher  assessment 

42 

Revised 

32 

See  note  for  question  18 

Collective  bargaining 

43, 43 A 

22 

29 

See  note  for  question  19, 19A 

* Not  asked  in  1988  for  this  faculty  type  though  asked  for  other  types 
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3.  Sample  Design  and  Implementation 

This  chapter  describes  the  sample  design  and  procedures  used  for  selecting  institutions  and  faculty  for 
NSOPF-93.  It  also  provides  information  on  the  calculation  of  sample  weights  and  the  relative  efficiency  of 
the  sample  design. 

3.1  NSOPF-93  Sample  Design 

NSOPF-93  sought  to  create  a nationally  representative  sample  of  instructional  faculty  and  staff  and  non- 
instructional  faculty  at  two-year  and  above,  non-proprietary  or  public  postsecondary  institutions.  To  achieve 
this,  a two-stage  sample  design  was  used,  with  a sample  of  974  postsecondary  institutions  in  the  first  stage, 
and  a sample  of  3 1,354  faculty  from  these  institutions  in  the  second  stage. 

3.2  Institution  Universe 

The  definition  of  the  institution  universe  for  NSOPF-93  was  identical  to  the  one  used  in  NSOPF-88.  It  was 
defined  as  those  institutions  in  the  traditional  sector  of  postsecondary  education  whose  accreditation  at  the 
college  level  is  recognized  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education.  Institutions  were  selected  from  the  IPEDS 
universe  into  the  NSOPF-93  institution  frame  if  they: 

• were  classified  as  two-year,  four-year  (and  above),  or  doctoral-granting  institutions; 

• were  public  or  private  nonprofit; 

• offered  an  educational  program  designed  for  persons  who  have  earned  a traditional  four-year 
high  school  diploma  or  a high  school  graduate  equivalency  diploma; 

• offered  programs  that  are  academically,  occupationally,  or  vocationally  oriented; 

• made  programs  available  to  persons  other  than  those  employed  by  the  institution; 

• offered  some  courses  other  than  correspondence  courses;  and 

• were  located  in  the  50  states  or  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Institutions  were  excluded  from  the  umverse  if  they: 

• were  not  recognized  as  accredited  at  the  college  level  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education; 

• were  classified  as  for-profit,  or  less-than-two-year  institutions; 

• provided  only  avocational,  recreational,  basic  adult  education,  or  remedial  courses  (e.g., 
driver  training  schools,  real  estate  courses,  dance  schools,  tax  preparation  schools,  and  the 
like); 

• provided  only  in-house  business  courses  or  training;  and 

• were  not  located  in  the  50  states  or  the  District  of  Columbia. 
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3.3  Faculty  Universe 

Unlike  NSOPF-88,  which  was  limited  to  instructional  faculty,  the  faculty  universe  for  NSOPF-93  was 
expanded  to  include  all  who  were  desi^ated  as  faculty,  whether  or  not  their  responsibilities  included  for- 
credit  instruction.  Under  this  definition,  researchers  and  administrators  and  other  institutional  staff  who  held 
faculty  positions,  but  who  did  not  instruct,  were  included  in  the  sample.  Instructional  staff  without  faculty 
status  were  also  included.  Teaching  assistants  and  teaching  fellows  were  excluded  in  both  NSOPF-88  and 
NSOPF-93.  In  instructions  for  preparing  lists  from  which  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  sample  was  drawn, 
institutions  were  asked  to  use  the  following  eligibility  criteria  to  determine  which  faculty  members  to  include 
on  the  lists. 

Eligibility  criteria  for  faculty.  The  eligible  universe  of  postsecondary  faculty  was  defined  to  include: 

• full-  and  part-time  personnel  whose  regular  assignment  included  instruction; 

• full-  and  part-time  individuals  with  faculty  status  whose  regular  assignment  did  not  include 
instruction; 

• permanent  and  temporary  personnel  with  any  instructional  duties,  including  adjunct,  acting, 
or  visiting  status;  and 

• faculty  and  instructional  personnel  on  sabbatical  leave. 

Excluded  from  the  NSOPF-93  universe  of  faculty  were: 

• faculty  and  other  personnel  with  instructional  duties  outside  the  U.S.  (but  not  on 
sabbatical  leave); 

• temporary  replacements  for  faculty  and  other  instructional  persoimel; 

• faculty  and  other  instructional  and  non-instructional  persoimel  on  leave  without  pay; 

• graduate  teaching  assistants; 

• military  personnel  who  taught  only  ROTC  courses;  and 

• instructional  personnel  supplied  by  independent  contractors. 

3.4  Sampling  Frame 

An  explicit  or  an  implicit  list  of  the  elements  to  be  sampled  can  be  used  in.designing  a sampling  fi'ame. 
Creating  an  explicit  list  of  all  faculty  and  staff  working  at  every  institution  in  the  fi'ame  of  eligible  institutions 

would  have  been  an  impossible  task.  Therefore,  NCES  elected  to  use  an  implicit  list  of  faculty a 

comprehensive  list  of  faculty  constructed  from  lists  provided  by  the  sampled  postsecondary  institutions.  This 
list  of  faculty  from  sampled  institutions  needed  to  be  comprehensive,  accurate,  and  able  to  provide  complete 
data  for  variables  to  be  used  in  the  subsequent  stratification  of  the  faculty  sampling  list. 
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The  most  appropriate  and  readily  accessible  source  for  a complete  and  accurate  frame  of  institutions  is  the 
Integrated  Postsecondary  Education  Data  System  (IPEDS),"*  a recurring  set  of  surveys  developed  and 
maintained  by  NCES.  IPEDS  defines  postsecondary  education  as  “the  provision  of  a formal  instructional 
program  whose  curriculum  is  designed  primarily  for  students  who  have  corhpleted  the  requirements  for  a high 
school  diploma  or  its  equivalent.”  This  includes  programs  whose  purpose  is  academic,  vocational,  and 
continuing  professional  education,  and  excludes  avocational  and  adult  basic  education.  IPEDS  encompasses 
all  institutional  providers  of  postsecondary  education  in  the  United  States  and  its  outlying  areas.  The  final 
IPEDS  universe  for  1991-92  consisted  of  10,144  known  entities:  4,390  nonproprietary  or  public  higher 
education  (two-year  and  four-year)  institutions,  932  proprietary  higher  education  institutions,  and  4,822  less 
than  two-year  institutions.  The  NSOPF  sample  frame  was  drawn  from  IPEDS  higher  education 
nonproprietary  or  public  institutions,  following  the  institutional  eligibility  criteria  described  above.  After 
eliminating  1,077  unaccredited  nonproprietary  or  public  higher  education  institutions  and  an  additional  57 
accredited  nonproprietary  or  public  higher  education  institutions  located  outside  of  the  50  states  and  the 
District  of  Columbia,  the  first-stage  NSOPF-93  sampling  frame  was  limited  to  a subset  of  3,256  1991-92 
IPEDS  institutions:  all  accredited  nonproprietary  or  public  higher  education  institutions  in  the  50  states  and 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  NSOPF-93  universe  of  institutions  was  stratified  using  a modified  Carnegie  classification  system,^  based 
on  the  highest  degree  institutions  offer  and  the  amount  of  federal  research  dollars  they  receive.  For  NSOPF- 
93,  there  were  two  levels  of  control,  public  and  private,  and  nine  types  of  institutions,  based  on  1987 
Carnegie  classifications,  as  follows. 

• Research  universities  : This  is  a combination  of  the  categories  Research  Universities  I and  II. 
Carnegie  defines  Research  Universities  I as  those  institutions  which  “offer  a full  range  of 
baccalaureate  programs,  are  committed  to  graduate  education  through  the  doctorate  degree,  and 
give  high  priority  to  research.  They  receive  annually  $33.5  million  or  more  in  federal  support 
and  award  at  least  50  or  more  doctoral  degrees  each  year.”  The  definition  of  Research 
Universities  II  is  identical  to  that  of  Research  Universities  I except  for  the  condition  that  “they 
receive  annually  between  $ 12.5  million  and  $33.5  million  in  federal  support  for  research  and 
development ...” 

• Other  Ph.D. : This  is  a combination  of  the  categories  Doctorate-Granting  Universities  I and  II. 
Doctorate-Granting  Universities  I is  defined  as  including  institutions  “offering  a full  range  of 
baccalaureate  programs  [and]  the  mission  of  these  institutions  includes  a coirunitment  to 
graduate  education  through  the  doctorate  de^ee.  They  award  at  least  40  Ph.D.  degrees  annually 
in  five  or  more  disciplines.”  The  definition  of  Doctorate-Granting  Universities  II  is  identical  to 
that  of  Doctorate-Granting  Universities  I,  except  that  these  institutions  “award  annually  20  or 
more  Ph.D.  degrees  in  at  least  one  discipline  or  10  or  more  Ph.D.  degrees  in  three  or  more 
disciplines.” 


^For  more  information  on  IPEDS  data  used  in  this  study,  see  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics,  IPEDS 
Manual  for  Users  (Washington.  D.C.:  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics,  1991  [NCES  95-724]).  This  manual  is 
also  distributed  with  IPEDS  data  on  CD-ROM. 


’See  A Classification  of  Institutions  of  Higher  Education,  The  Carnegie  Foundation  for  the  Advancement  of 
Teaching  (Princeton,  N.J.,  1987),  pp.  7-8. 
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• Comprehensive  colleges  and  universities:  Offer  liberal  arts  and  professional  programs. 

Master  s degrees  are  the  highest  degrees  offered.  This  is  a combination  of  the  categories 
Comprehensive  Universities  and  Colleges  I and  II.  Carnegie  defines  Comprehensive  Universities 
and  Colleges  I as  institutions  that  “offer  baccalaureate  programs  and,  with  few  exceptions, 
graduate  education  through  the  master’s  degree.  More  than  half  of  their  baccalaureate  degrees 
are  awarded  in  two  or  more  occupational  or  professional  disciplines  such  as  engineering  or 
business  administration.  All  of  the  institutions  in  this  group  enroll  at  least  2,500  students.”  The 
definition  of  Comprehensive  Universities  and  Colleges  II  is  identical  to  that  of  Comprehensive 
Universities  and  Colleges  I,  except  for  the  qualification  that  they  enroll  between  1,500  and  2 500 
students.  ’ ’ 

• Liberal  arts  colleges:  Smaller  and  generally  more  selective  than  comprehensive  colleges  and 
universities.  Primarily  offer  bachelor’s  degrees,  although  some  offer  master’s  degrees.  This 
definition  combines  the  categories  Liberal  Arts  Colleges  I and  II.  Carnegie  defines  Liberal  Arts 
Colleges  I as  “primarily  undergraduate  colleges  that  award  more  than  half  of  their  baccalaureate 
degrees  in  arts  and  science  fields.”  The  definition  of  Liberal  Arts  Colleges  II  is  identical  to 
Liberal  Arts  Colleges  I,  except  it  also  “includes  a group  of  colleges  that  award  less  than  half  of 
their  degrees  in  liberal  arts  fields  but,  with  fewer  than  1,500  students,  are  too  small  to  be 
considered  comprehensive.” 

• Independent  medical  schools  : Those  not  considered  as  part  of  a four-year  college  or  university. 
Includes  medical  schools  and  medical  centers. 

• Religious  colleges:  Includes  theological  seminaries,  bible  colleges,  and  other  institutions 
offering  degrees  in  religion.  There  are  no  public  religious  colleges  in  the  U.S; 

• Non-profit,  two-year  colleges:  Offer  certificate  or  degree  programs  through  the  Associate  of 
Arts  level  and  with  few  exceptions,  offer  no  baccalaureate  degrees. 

• Other.  A wide  range  of  professional  and  other  specialized  degree-granting  colleges  and 
universities.  Includes  other  separate  health  professional  schools,  schools  of  law,  schools  of 
engineering  and  technology,  schools  of  business  and  management,  schools  of  art,  music,  and 
design,  teachers  colleges,  and  other  specialized  schools. 

• Unknown  : Carnegie  classification  was  unknown  at  the  time  of  sample  selection. 

NSOPF  Sample  designs.  It  also  provides  a comparison  with  the 
1991-92  IPEDS  frame  used  for  NSOPF-93. 
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Exhibit  3-1:  Institutional  sample 
1988  design,  1993  design,  and  NSOPF-93  frame 


Institution  type 

Total 

1988 

1993 

NSOPF-93 

design 

design 

frame** 

Research* 

70 

104 

104 

Percent  of  sample 

14.6 

10.7 

Percent  of  frame 

67.3 

100.0 

3.2 

Other  Ph  D.-  granting* 

50 

109 

109 

Percent  of  sample 

10.4 

11.2 

Percent  of  frame 

45.9 

100.0 

3.3 

Comprehensive 

115 

242 

578 

Percent  of  sample 

24.0 

24.8 

Percent  of  frame 

19.9 

41.9 

17.8 

Liberal  arts 

40 

71 

578 

Percent  of  sample 

8.3 

7.3 

Percent  of  frame 

6.9 

12.3 

17.8 

Medical 

20 

35  . 

52 

Percent  of  sample 

4.2 

3.6 

Percent  of  frame 

38.5 

67.3 

1.6 

Religious 

20 

20 

309 

Percent  of  sample 

4.2 

2.0 

Percent  of  frame 

6.5 

6.5 

9.5 

Two-year 

120 

329 

1,107 

Percent  of  sample 

25.0 

33.8 

Percent  of  frame 

10.8 

29.7 

34.0 

Other 

45 

33 

222 

Percent  of  sample 

9.4 

3.4 

Percent  of  frame 

20.3 

14.9 

6.8 

Unknown 

0 

31 

197 

Percent  of  sample 

0.0 

3.2 

Percent  of  frame 

0.0 

15.7 

6.0 

Total 

480 

974 

3,256 

Percent  of  sample 

100.0 

100.0 

Percent  of  1993  frame 

14.7 

29.9 

100.0 

* All  institutions  in  the  “research”  stratum  were  selected  with  certainty.  The  “other  Ph.D.- 
granting”  stratum  represented  IGO  percent  of  the  frame  because:  1)  all  public  doctoral  granting 
institutions  were  selected  with  certainty,  and  2)  all  private  doctoral  granting  universities  were 
selected  in  the  initial  sample  or  added  to  the  sample  later  when  185  supplemental  institutions  were 
selected  to  compensate  for  institutions  determined  to  be  ineligible  or  for  institutions  that  were 
unlikely  to  participate  in  the  study.  See  sections  3.6  and  3.7  for  further  discussion. 

**  Represents  a subset  of  the  IPEDS  universe.  Only  those  higher  education  IPEDS  institutions  that 
are  nonproprietary,  are  located  in  the  50  states  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  are  accredited  by  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Education  were  included  in  the  frame. 
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3.5  First  Stage  Sampling:  Institution-Level 


At  the  time  of  sample  selection,  278  (8.5  percent)  of  the  3,256  institutions  in  the  sample  frame  could  not  be 
classified  using  the  1987-88  Camegie  crosswalk  file.  Updates  were  supplied  for  81  of  these  institutions  by 
Carnegie  staff,  leaving  1 97  institutions  unclassified.  This  remaining  group  of  unclassified  institutions  was 
designated  as  “unknown”  in  the  sample  frame.  In  addition,  NCES  requested  that  25  institutions  be 
transferred  from  the  “Other”  Camegie  classification  into  “Liberal  Arts.”  These  institutions  included 
Teachers’  Colleges  (Camegie  code=58)  and  Schools  of  Art,  Music,  and  Design  (Camegie  code=56)  whose 
highest  level  of  offering  was  a Bachelor’s  degree.  This  adjustment  was  made  under  the  assumption  that  these 
institutions  more  closely  approximated  Liberal  Arts  colleges  than  other  specialized  schools. 


Institutions  were  stratified  according  to  a cross-classification  of  control  by  type.  There  were  two  levels  of 
control,  public  and  private,  and  nine  types,  as  discussed  in  section  3.4:  research,  other  Ph.D.,  comprehensive, 
liberal  arts,  medical,  religious,  two-year  institutions,  other,  and  unknown.  Since  there  are  no  public  religious 
institutions,  the  cross-classification  has  17  cells.  The  desired  sampling  rates  for  three  of  the  cells,  public 
research,  private  research,  and  public  “other  Ph.D.,”  were  so  close  to  100  percent  that  it  was  appropriate  to 
sample  all  of  the  institutions  in  those  cells.  A separate  sampling  stratum  was  constmcted  for  these 
institutions,  “stratum  15”;  all  institutions  in  this  stratum  were  selected  (i.e.  selected  with  certainty).  Grouping 
the  institutions  together  in  stratum  15  makes  sense  from  a sampling  design  and  selection  standpoint,  although 
this  stratum  does  not  comprise  a grouping  of  analytical  interest.  Institutions  in  the  other  14  strata  are  referred 
to  as  noncertainty  institutions.  The  15  sampling  strata  are  described  below: 


Stratum  1 
Stratum  2 
Stratum  3 
Stratum  4 
Stratum  5 
Stratum  6 
Stratum  7 
Stratum  8 


= Private,  other  Ph.D. 

= Public,  comprehensive 
= Private,  comprehensive 
= Public,  liberal  arts 
= Private,  liberal  arts 
= Public,  medical 
= Private,  medical 
= Private,  religious 


Stratum  9 = Public,  two-year 

Stratum  10  = Private,  two-year 

Stratum  1 1 = Public,  other 

Stratum  12  = Private,  other 

Stratum  13  = Public,  unknown 

Stratum  14  = Private,  unknown 

Stratum  1 5 includes  all  Public,  research;-Private, 

research;  Public,  other  Ph.D.  institutions 


The  stratum  sample  sizes  for  the  noncertainty  institutions,  determined  by  a preliminary  pass  through  the  14 
strata,  were  allocated  proportional  to  the  total  estimated  number  of  faculty  and  instructional  staff  in  each 
stratum.  In  those  strata,  the  first-stage  selections  were  made  using  stratified  sampling  with  probabilities 
within  each  stratum  proportional  to  the  expected  numbers  of  faculty  and  instructional  staff.  Various 
combinations  of  first-stage  (institution)  sampling  rates  and  second-stage  (faculty)  sampling  rates  may  be  used 
to  achieve  equal  selection  probabilities  for  faculty.  However,  under  reasonable  assumptions,  such  as  constant 
intraclass  correlation  within  institutions  in  a stratum,  setting  first-stage  probabilities  proportional  to  the 
number  of  faculty  in  tlie  institution  and  choosing  a constant  sized  cluster  of  faculty  from  each  selected 
institution  is  optimal  in  the  sense  of  minimizing  variance  of  sample  means. 

The  sampling  requirements  for  NSOPF-93  were  developed  using  a dynamic  standard  error  model  that 
simulated  various  sampling  scenarios  at  the  institution  and  faculty  levels.  After  numerous  simulations  of  the 
model  were  performed,  it  was  determined  that  acceptable  levels  of  precision  for  most  faculty  subgroups  could 
be  obtained  with  an  institutional  sample  of  789  institutions.  To  meet  the  study’s  analytical  objectives,  the 
sample  design  also  required  oversampling  certain  subgroups  of  faculty  including:  full-time  females;  black, 
non-Hispanics  and  Hispanics;  Asian/Pacific  Islanders;  and  faculty  in  four  disciplines  of  particular  interest 
(philosophy/religion,  foreign  languages,  English  language  and  literature,  and  history).  An  average  cluster  size 
of  41 .5  faculty  was  targeted  for  each.  Systematic  probability  proportional  to  size  (PPS)  sampling  with  a 
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measure  of  size  (MOS)  equal  to  4 1 or  the  estimated  number  of  faculty,  whichever  was  larger,  was  used  to 
select  institutions. 

MOS  was  defined  as  the  total  number  of  faculty  as  specified  in  the  most  recent  IPEDS  available  at  the  time 
(the  1991  Fall  Staff  survey).  Of  the  3,256  institutions  listed  on  the  sample  frame,  3,106  had  a MOS 
available.  For  the  remaining  150  (4.6  percent)  institutions  for  which  faculty  data  were  missing,  MOS  was 
imputed  using  one  of  two  methods.  After  imputation,  the  MOS  was  available  for  each  institution  in  the 
frame,  whether  selected  or  not. 

The  first  imputation  method  involved  123  of  the  150  institutions  for  which  only  student  enrollment  data  were 
available  from  the  most  recent  IPEDS  file.  A student-faculty  (S-F)  ratio  was  first  calculated  for  the  3,106 
institutions  for  which  information  on  both  variables  was  available.  The  S-F  ratio  was  then  arrayed  by  type 
and  control  for  these  institutions.  A MOS  for  the  123  institutions  was  determined  using  the  following 
formula:  (number  of  students)/(S-F  ratio  for  that  institution’s  cell).  The  second  method  of  imputation 
involved  the  27  remaining  institutions  for  which  neither  student  nor  faculty  enrollment  data  were  available. 
The  average  number  of  faculty  for  the  3,106  institutions  was  calculated  by  type  and  control  and  the  27 
institutions  were  given  an  imputed  MOS  based  on  the  average  number  of  faculty  for  their  respective  cells. 

In  systematic  sampling,  the  order  in  which  the  institutions  are  listed  on  the  frame  is  important  because  it 
reflects  an  implicit  stratification.  Within  each  stratum  the  institutions  were  sorted  by  MOS  in  a “serpentine” 
manner,  i.e.,  if  one  stratum  was  sorted  in  ascending  order  by  MOS,  the  next  was  sorted  in  descending  order, 
the  one  after  that  was  sorted  in  ascending  order,  and  so  on.  This  procedure  helped  to  balance  the  sample  with 
respect  to  institution  size  (based  on  number  of  faculty).  A total  of  789  institutions  was  initially  selected  and 
later  supplemented  with  185  institutions  for  a total  of  974  selected  in  the  first  stage  (see  section  3.6  below). 

Institutions  were  selected  in  two  replicates.  The  first  replicate,  “Pool  1 ,”  contained  the  initial  sample  of  789 
noncertainty  and  certainty  institutions.  The  second  replicate,  “Pool  2,”  was  sorted  into  random  order  within 
strata  and  contained  606  noncertainty  institutions.  Pool  2 provided  a source  of  institutions  available  so  that 
like  institutions  could  be  selected  to  replace  nonparticipating  Pool  1 institutions. 

3.6  Institution  Nonresponse 

Nonresponse  is  likely  to  increase  sample  variance  by  causing  departures  from  strict  PPS  selection. 
Nonresponse  is  also  likely  to  cause  some  bias,  the  extent  of  which  is  difficult  to  measure.  Nonresponse  rates 
were  used  to  serve  as  simple  indicators  of  the  magnitude  of  nonresponse.®  Institutions  that  were  determined 
ineligible  or  which  could  not  be  recruited  after  extensive  follow-up  were  replaced  at  random  by  institutions 
within  the  same  explicit  stratum  in  Pool  2.^  Since,  by  definition,  all  institutions  in  stratum  15  were  selected, 
they  did  not  have  replacements  within  stratum  15. 

However,  research  institution  non-participation  posed  a problem  with  attaining  sufficient  samples  of  some  of 
the  important  faculty  groups  targeted  for  oversampling.  Thus,  a decision  was  made  to  include  additional 


^Nonresponse  rates  were  calculated  separately  for  Pool  1 selections  and  for  the  combined  selections  from  Pool 
1 and  Pool  2 (excluding  nonselections  from  Pool  2). 

’The  first  replicate,  “Pool  1,”  contained  the  original  sample.  If  100  percent  response  could  be  achieved,  the 
second  replicate,  “Pool  2,”  would  not  have  been  used  at  all.  The  response  rate  was  not  100  percent,  however.  Pool  2 
was  sorted  into  random  order  within  stratum.  When  a nonresponse  was  encountered  in  stratum  x(l  <x<  14)inP  ool  1 , 
the  first  nonselected  institution  from  stratum  x in  Pool  2 was  selected  as  a replacement  institution. 
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institutions  from  similar  strata.  “Private,  other  Ph.D.,”  “Public  comprehensive”  and  “Private  comprehensive” 
sampling  strata  were  used  for  this  purpose.  Sixteen  noiu'esponding  certainty  institutions  were  compensated 
for  in  this  manner.  More  on  noiu'esponse  rates  can  be  found  in  Chapters  4 and  7. 

The  sampling  plan  assumed  an  institutional  participation  rate  of  95  percent  and  a faculty  response  rate  of  85 
percent,  for  a yield  of  approximately  750  institutions  and  27,750  faculty.  However,  the  final  institution 
participation  rate  (i.e.,  provided  faculty  lists)  was  85  percent,  based  on  the  total  institution  sample  (the 
original  sample  plus  185  supplemental  institutions).  The  lower-than-anticipated  institutional  participation 
rate  did  not,  however,  noticeably  hamper  the  representativeness  of  the  sample.  NCES  performed  a 
discriminant  analysis  comparing  faculty  characteristics  reported  on  a sample  of  the  NSOPF-93  faculty 
sampling  lists  with  the  faculty  characteristics  detailed  in  the  IPEDS  universe.  The  analysis  showed  no 
significant  differences  between  the  NSOPF-93  sampling  lists  and  the  IPEDS  universe. 

3.7  Institution  Replacements 

Based  largely  on  the  field  test  experience,  it  was  initially  anticipated  that  20  to  25  percent  of  the  sampled 
institutions  would  ultimately  refuse  to  participate  in  the  full-scale  study.  Between  October  1992  and  early 
March  1 993,  26  institutions  in  the  original  sample  were  replaced  by  randomly  selected  comparable 
institutions  (from  Pool  2):  five  because  they  were  ineligible  and  21  because  they  were  determined  to  be  final 
refusals.  After  trying  to  gain  cooperation  from  the  initial  sample  of  789  institutions  for  almost  six  months,  it 
was  determined  that  a certain  number  of  other  institutions  were  unlikely  to  participate  in  the  study.  These 
institutions  were  identified  in  March  1993  and  159  additional  institutions  were  randomly  selected  within  the 
relevant  strata  (from  Pool  2).  Thus,  a total  of  1 85  institutions,  equivalent  to  23  percent  of  the  initial  sample 
(«=789),  was  selected  to  compensate  for  institutions  determined  to  be  ineligible  or  for  institutions  that  were 
unlikely  to  participate  in  the  study.  Replacement  selections  were  made  to  achieve  two  objectives:  to  assure 
adequate  representation  across  strata,  and  to  achieve  an  institution  participation  rate  of  85  percent.  Project 
staff  tried  to  gain  cooperation  from  both  the  original  and  replacement  samples  simultaneously.  The  final 
participation  rate  for  list  collection  was  85  percent  for  both  the  original  sample  and  the  additional  sample. 

Typically,  an  institution  that  initially  refused  to  participate  was  recontacted  by  key  members  of  the  project 
staff,  usually  by  one  of  the  project  supervisors.  After  determining  the  reasons  for  their  refusal,  a specific  plan 
was  proposed  to  respond  to  the  institution’s  concerns.  In  some  instances,  this  meant  jiroviding  compensation 
to  prepare  the  list;  in  other  instances,  it  required  accepting  a list  without  some  of  the  requested  sampling  or 
address  information.  If  the  proposed  plan  proved  unacceptable  to  the  institution,  other  senior  members  of  the 
project  staff  or  the  NCES  project  officer  recontacted  the  institution  to  try  once  again  to  win  their 
participation.  If  following  these  repeated  attempts  the  institution  still  decided  not  to  participate,  the 
institution  was  considered  a final  refusal. 

3.8  Second  Stage  Sampling:  Faculty-Level 

At  the  second  stage  of  sample  selection,  the  NSOPF-93  sampling  fi-ame  consisted  of  lists  of  faculty  and 
instructional  staff  obtained  from  817  participating  institutions.  The  sampling  of  faculty  was  handled  by  a 
multi-step  program  developed  specifically  for  NSOPF-93.  The  program  was  designed  to  ensure  the  adequate 
representation  in  the  sample  of  particular  faculty  groups,  according  to  NSF  and  NEH  analytical  objectives. 
These  faculty  groups  were:  full-time  females;  black,  non-Hispanics  and  Hispanics;  Asian/Pacific  Islanders; 
and  faculty  in  four  NEH-designated  disciplines:  philosophy/religion,  foreign  languages,  English  language 
and  literature,  and  history.  The  sampling  program  proceeded  through  the  following  steps  in  sampling  an 
institution’s  faculty: 
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(1)  Each  institution  was  randomly  assigned  a target  total  sample  size,  say  n,  of  either  4 1 or  42  to  yield 
the  desired  average  cluster  size  of  4 1 .5 . Whenever  an  institution  employed  fewer  than  42 
individuals,  all  faculty  were  selected. 

(2)  Depending  on  the  composition  of  an  institution’s  faculty,  the  program  oversampled  to  achieve  the 
following  average  oversample  sizes*  per  institution; 


The  oversample  sizes  in  each  institution  were  randomly  rounded  to  integers;  the  rounding  was 
independent  across  institutions. 

(3)  Some  faculty  belonged  to  more  than  one  of  the  oversampled  groups — termed  “multi-group” 
members.  For  example,  a full-time  faculty  member  who  was  a Hispanic  female  would  belong  to  two 
of  the  groups.  To  use  stratified  sampling  to  select  the  faculty,  it  was  necessary  to  classify  each 
faculty  member  into  just  one  of  the  groups.  Once  this  was  accomplished,  the  groups  would  be 
exhaustive  and  mutually  exclusive  and  hence  they  would  be  true  strata.  Although  simple 
randomization  could  have  been  used  to  assign  multi-group  members  to  a single  group,  alternative 
methods  of  assignment  can  lead  to  more  efficient  samples.  Thus,  it  was  decided  to  make  the 
assignments  so  as  to  minimize  the  oversampling  rates.®  Specifically,  the  faculty  lists  were  processed 
sequentially,  so  that  in  a given  institution  a multi-group  member  was  assigned  to  the  group  for  which 
the  oversampling  rate  (defined  as  the  oversample  size  divided  by  the  number  of  individuals  in  that 
institution  which  could  qualify  for  the  group)  was  largest.  As  the  program  proceeded  through  the 
list,  the  oversampling  rates  varied  depending  on  how  many  multi-group  members  there  were  and  how 
they  were  classified  into  single  groups.  At  the  end  of  this  step,  each  faculty  member  was  classified 
into  one  group.  The  oversample  size  for  each  group  was  then  checked  to  ensure  that  it  did  not  exceed 
the  number  of  members  of  the  group;  any  oversample  sizes  that  did  were  reduced  accordingly. 

(4)  The  final  sampling  rate  for  a group  was  set  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  oversampling  rate  and  the  rate 
that  would  have  been  used  if  no  oversampling  was  done.  Using  these  final  sampling  rates,  stratified 
sampling  was  performed  with  the  groups  as  strata. 

(5)  The  residual  sample  size  (n  minus  the  sum  of  the  oversample  sizes)  was  allocated  across  the  five 
strata  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  faculty  in  the  strata.  Then  the  total  sample  in  each  stratum 
(consisting  of  the  oversample  size  plus  the  proportionally  allocated  residual)  was  specified  by  simple 
random  sampling  without  replacement,  with  the  sampling  independent  from  one  faculty  stratum  to 
the  next. 


*The  oversample  size  for  a group  is  the  difference  between  the  expected  sample  size  for  the  group  and  the 
expected  sample  size  that  would  have  been  attained  if  all  faculty  had  been  sampled  at  the  same  rate,  i.e.,  in  the  absence 
of  oversampling. 

’The  oversampling  rate  is  the  ratio  of  the  oversample  size  to  the  size  of  the  group.  Increasing  the  size  of  the 
group  decreases  the  oversampling  rate.  The  lower  the  oversampling  rate,  the  smaller  the  design  effect  due  to  unequal 
weighting.  Oversample  sizes  were  not  affected. 


Black,  non-Hispanic/Hispanic 
Full-time  female 
Faculty  in  NEH  disciplines 
Asian/Pacific  Islander 
None  of  the  above 


5.6081 

3.3649 

2.2432 

1.1216 


0.0000  (no  oversampling) 
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Among  the  789  initial  sample  institutions,  it  was  determined  that  48  (6. 1 percent)  institutions  overlapped 
with  the  NSOPF-93  field  test  sample.  Six  of  the  institutions  from  the  replacement  pool  also  overlapped  with 
the  field  test  sample  for  a combined  overlap  (initial  and  replacement)  of  54  institutions  or  5.5  percent  of  the 
974  selections.  Faculty  who  were  selected  into  both  the  field  test  and  the  full-scale  study  samples  were 
excluded  fi-om  the  latter  in  accordance  with  0MB  requirements. 

3.9  Subsampling  of  Faculty 

As  a cost-saving  measure,  2,000  faculty  were  subsampled  from  the  overall  sample  of  faculty  in  August, 

1993.  This  reduced  the  sample  size  for  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  sample  from  33,354  to  3 1,354.  These  faculty 
were  subsampled  at  random.  First,  all  completed  cases  were  excluded  from  the  subsample.  Second,  all 
remaining  cases  were  assigned  a “wave”  indicator,  taking  integer  values  from  1 to  6,  indicating  which  of  the 
six  survey  waves  the  case  belonged  to.  Because  all  faculty  in  any  institution  belonged  to  the  same  wave, 
subsampling  then  proceeded  according  to  the  following  specifications.  (For  further  explanation  of  the 
fielding  of  the  faculty  survey  in  waves,  see  section  5.3.) 

For  wavey,  let  Nj  denote  the  number  of  faculty  selected,  let  rij  denote  the  number  of  faculty  cases  completed, 
and  let  Aj  = Nj-  rij  denote  the  number  of  cases  not  yet  completed.  Let  A+  denote  the  sum  of  the  Aj  terms,  i.e., 
A+=A,+A2  + ...  +Ag.  Subsampling  proceeded  in  two  steps.  First  the  number  of  cases  to  be  excluded 
(subsampled  out)  of  wavey,  say  ntp  was  calculated.  Second,  these  cases  were  subsampled  out. 

Set  nij  = 2000(Aj  /Af)  for  each  wavey.  For  each  wavey,  1 < y ^ 6,  Aj  noncompleted  cases  from  wave  J were 
sorted  by  institution.  Thus,  all  faculty  in  an  institution  appeared  consecutively  in  the  file.  Then  a random 
start  was  chosen  and  systematic  sampling  taking  every  Adh  record  from  stratum j was  performed.  This  yielded 
a sample  of  ntj  records.  These  cases  were  removed  from  the  sample. 

The  Aj  - ntj  cases  in  wavey  that  were  not  excluded  by  this  sampling  received  a flag  indicating  that  they  were 
eligible  for  exclusion  at  this  point  but  were  not  excluded.  Their  raw  sampling  weights  were  inflated  by  a 
factor  equal  to  1/(1  - m/Af). 

3.10  Calculation  of  Weights 

The  sample  was  weighted  to  produce  national  estimates  of  institutions  and  faculty  by  using  weights  designed 
to  adjust  for  differential  probabilities  of  selection  and  nonresponse  at  the  institution  and  faculty  levels.  After 
excluding  ineligible  institutions  from  the  institution  sample,  the  adjusted  weights  for  institutions  sum  to 
3,188.'®  Likewise,  after  excluding  ineligible  members  from  the  faculty  sample,  the  adjusted  weights  for 
faculty  sum  to  1,033,966,  the  estimated  total  number  of  faculty  in  the  target  population.  This  number 
includes  instructional  staff  who  did  not  have  faculty  status  and  whose  instructional  duties  related  only  to 
noncredit  courses  or  advising,  or  to  supervising  noncredit  academic  activities. 

Three  weights  were  computed  for  the  NSOPF-93  sample:  a first-stage  institution-level  weight  and  final 
institution  and  faculty  weights.  The  first-stage  institution-level  weights  accounted  for  the  institutions  that 
participated  in  the  study  by  submitting  a faculty  sampling  list  and  permitted  faculty  members  to  be  sampled. 
The  two  final  weights — weights  for  the  sample  faculty,  and  institution-level  weights  for  those  institutions  that 


‘"Twelve  institutions  in  the  sample  were  found  to  be  ineligible.  When  ineligible  institutions  were  excluded 
from  the  sample,  the  sum  of  weights  for  eligible  institutions  was  3,1 88,  rather  than  the  3,256  institutions  specified  in  the 
sampling  frame. 
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returned  institution  questionnaires — were  adjusted  for  nonresponse.  The  final  faculty  weights  were 
poststratified  to  the  ‘‘best”  estimates  of  the  number  of  faculty. 

A poststratification  adjustment  to  the  IPEDS  population  was  not  calculated.  The  IPEDS  and  NSOPF-93 
faculty  population  definitions  and  estimates,  although  similar  in  many  respects,  are  not  identical  nor  are  they 
intended  to  correspond  directly.  IPEDS  defines  as  Faculty  (Instruction/Research)  “all  persons  whose  specific 
assignments  customarily  are  made  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  instruction,  research  or  public  service  as  a 
principle  activity  (or  activities)  and  who  hold  academic-rank  titles  of  professor,  associate  professor,  assistant 
professor,  instructor,  lecturer,  or  the  equivalent  of  any  of  these  academic  ranks.  If  their  principle  activity  is 
instructional  [this  category  also  includes]  deans,  directors,  or  the  equivalent,  as  well  as  associate  deans, 
assistant  deans  and  executive  officers  of  academic  departments  . . .”  While  NSOPF-93 ’s  definition  of 
instructional  faculty  parallels  the  IPEDS  definition,  many  of  the  job  titles  that  NSOPF  considers  non- 
instructional  faculty  are  classified  in  IPEDS  under  other  non-faculty  categories.  For  example,  in  its 
instructions  to  IPEDS  respondents,  NCES  lists  “librarians”  as  an  example  of  a “Professional  Non-Faculty” 
position.  Yet,  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  respondents  listed  “librarians”  as  the  largest  single  group 
of  non-instructional  faculty.  Because  of  such  definitional  differences  between  the  NSOPF  and  IPEDS 
populations,  a poststratification  adjustment  to  IPEDS  estimates  was  ruled  out. 

3.1 1 First-Stage  Institution  Weights 

The  first-stage  institution  weights  for  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  survey  were  constructed  in  three  steps.  First,  the 
institution’s  base  weight  was  calculated  as  the  reciprocal  of  its  selection  probability.  Second,  the  initial  base 
weights  were  adjusted  for  institutions  that  had  merged  and  so  were  effectively  listed  multiple  times  in  the 
sampling  frame.  Finally,  nonresponse  adjustment  factors  were  applied  to  the  weights  to  compensate  for 
institution-level  nonresponse. 

Base  weights.  The  selection  probability  for  an  institution’s  selection  into  the  sample,  P*;„,  was  calculated  by 
dividing  the  institution’s  MOS  by  the  product  of  the  total  number  of  faculty  members  in  the  institution 
sampling  stratum  which  included  that  institution  and  the  reciprocal  of  the  desired  sample  of  institutions  for 
that  stratum.  The  first-stage  base  weight  for  institution  / in  stratum  h,  is  the  reciprocal  of  the  first-stage 
selection  probability,  These  initial  weights  reflect  the  several  steps  used  to  select  the  institutions.  In  the 
first  step,  a stratified  sample  was  drawn,  with  extra  selections  from  each  stratum.  The  selections  were  then 
sorted  into  two  groups.  Pool  1 and  Pool  2,  so  that  (i)  all  certainty  selections  were  put  into  Pool  1,  and  (ii)  the 
noncertainty  selections  within  each  stratum  were  systematically  randomly  allocated  to  Pool  1 or  Pool  2.  The 
Pool  1 institutions  were  those  selected  for  initial  fielding  in  the  survey,  and  the  Pool  2 institutions  were  extra 
institutions  to  compensate  for  nonresponse  among  Pool  1 institutions.  Thus,  although  all  of  Pool  1 
institutions  were  selected  for  the  sample,  most  of  the  Pool  2 selections  were  not  selected.  Within  each 
stratum.  Pool  2 institutions  were  sorted  into  random  order  and  then  selected  as  needed  for  inclusion  in  the 
survey. 

For  institution  /,  in  stratum  /?,  with  a desired  sample  size  of  the  selection  probability  is 


P*, . = 


MOS. 


hi 


T^MOS^. 
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For  institution  /,  in  stratum  A,  the  first-stage  base  weight  is 

with  /*"■*,  representing  the  probability  that  institution  / in  stratum  h was  selected  for  fielding.  The  selection 
probability  for  institution  i in  pool  g and  in  stratum  h was  1 for  certainty  institutions  and  Phifbih  + for 

noncertainty  institutions,  with 

Og*  = number  of  noncertainty  selections  in  Pool  g,  stratum  h that  were  actually  fielded 

bgh  = total  number  of  noncertainty  selections  in  Pool  g,  stratum  h 

b,,  = the  total  number  of  noncertainty  selections  in  either  pool  (=  b,^  + 6^*) 

P^i  = probability  that  institution  / in  stratum  h was  selected  into  either  Pool  1 or  Pool  2. 

Note  that  O;*  = bj^.  The  probability  that  noncertainty  institution  / in  stratum  h was  selected  into  Pool  1 and 
fielded  is  P^^b ,/b^  (all  Pool  1 institutions  were  fielded);  the  probability  for  a certainty  institution  is  1 . The 
probability  that  institution  / in  stratum  h was  selected  into  Pool  2 and  surveyed  is  Ph,^2t/^h-  The  probability 
that  institution  / in  stratum  h was  selected  for  fielding  is  the  sum  of  these  two  probabilities. 

Adjustment  for  multiplicity.  After  the  sample  had  been  selected  and  institutions  were  contacted,  it  was 
learned  that  a few  of  the  institutions  in  the  sample  had  merged  with  other  institutions  on  the  sampling  frame. 
Since  a merged  institution  would  be  in  the  sample  if  either  listing  of  the  institution  was  selected  from  the 
frame,  its  sampling  weight  had  to  be  reduced.  Let  A denote  the  listing  of  the  institution  that  was  selected  and 
let  B denote  the  other  listing.  If  P*,^  and  P*g  denote  the  respective  selection  probabilities,  the  probability  of 
surveying  either  institution  was  approximately  P*a  + P*b  ~P*a^P*b-  (This  approximation  rests  on  the 
assumption  of  independence  of  selection,  which  has  a trivial  numerical  effect.)  Thus,  the  weights  for  such  an 
institution  were  modified  accordingly.  Specifically,  the  base  weight  for  institution  A was  changed  to 

if  institution  A was  identified  with  institution  B,  and  W otherwise.  We  will  use  the  notation  to 

denote  the  weight  for  institution  / in  stratum  h after  modifications  of  the  weights  for  multiplicity. 

Adjustment  for  nonresponse.  Prior  to  computing  the  nonresponse  adjustment,  two  indicators  were  created 
to  flag  cooperating  and  eligible  institutions.  The  first  indicator,  4i,  was  given  the  value  of  1 if  institution  / in 
stratum  h cooperated  in  the  survey  and  0 if  the  institution  did  not  cooperate.  Similarly,  the  second  indicator 
variable,  J,,^,  was  set  to  1 if  the  surveyed  institution  / in  stratum  h was  found  to  be  eligible  and  to  0 if  it  was 
found  to  be  ineligible.  Institutions  that  turned  out  to  be  ineligible  as  cooperators  were  classified;  thus,  it  is 
possible  that  /*,  = 1 and  7*,  = 0.  Institutions  were  classified  according  to  Exhibit  3-2,  in  which  ri„p  denotes  a 
weighted  number  of  institutions  in  the  sample  (weighted  by  If  j *,). 
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Exhibit  3-2:  Classification  of  institutions  by  eligibility  and  cooperation 


Eligible 

Not  eligible 

Total 

Respondents 

Till 

fll2 

fli+ 

Nonrespondents 

fl21 

^22 

fl2^ 

Total 

fl^2 

The  desired  response  rate  for  the  weighting  adjustment  is  t),,/t)+,,  based  on  eligible  institutions.  However, 
direct  estimates  are  available  for  only  t),,,  t),2,  t),+,  t)2+,  and  If  a surveyed  institution  was  ineligible  for 
the  survey,  that  fact  would  have  been  established  during  the  contacting  process,  i.e.,  TI22  = 0."  This  implies 
that  T)tiCan  be  calculated  as  t)+,  = ti.h^  - t),2  and  the  desired  response  rate  by  t),,/(t)++  - t),2).  In  calculating 
nonresponse  adjustments,  the  first-stage  response  rate  can  be  estimated  for  stratum  h,  Rjj,,  using  data  only 
from  institutions  not  foimd  to  be  ineligible  as  indicated  below; 

h 

==  — • 

y^w'  j 

i.hrhi 

i=l 


In  adjusting  the  institution-level  weights,  the  original  sampling  strata  were  used  to  define  nonresponse 
adjustment  cells.  (The  response  rates  did  not  vary  widely  across  other  subgroups  of  institutions.) 

The  first-stage  nonresponse-adjusted  weight,  was  then  calculated  as: 


3.12  Calculation  of  Faculty  Weights 

, Weights  for  the  faculty  sample  were  computed  in  four  steps.  First,  the  base  conditional  selection 
probabilities  were  calculated;  these  reflected  the  selection  rates  for  faculty  members  given  that  their 
institutions  were  sampled.  In  this  step,  the  initial  selection  probabilities  also  were  adjusted  to  reflect  the 
exclusion  of  a random  subsample  of  faculty.  Then  the  reciprocals  of  these  selection  probabilities  were 
calculated  to  yield  conditional  base  weights.  Second,  these  faculty  base  weights  were  multiplied  by  the  first- 
stage  nonresponse-adjusted  weights  to  yield  second-stage  sampling  weights  adjusted  for  institutional 
nonresponse.  Third,  a second-stage  nonresponse  adjustment  factor  was  applied  to  these  latter  weights  to 


“The  contacting  process  was  extensive  and  served  two  related  goals,  gaining  cooperation  and  determining 
eligibility.  The  field  staff  were  trained  to  be  able  to  determine  the  eligibility  of  an  institution.  Since  all  nonresponding 
institutions  were  contacted,  the  eligibility  rate  is  a known  quantity  for  all  institutions,  both  responding  and 
nonresponding.  Of  the  974  institutions  in  the  total  sample,  12  (1.2  percent)  were  found  to  be  ineligible.  Ineligible 
institutions  included  those  which  had  closed  or  which  had  merged  with  other  institutions,  satellite  campuses  that  were 
not  independent  units,  and  institutions  that  did  not  grant  any  degrees  or  certificates. 
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compensate  for  nonresponse  by  faculty  members.  Fourth,  the  nonresponse-adjusted  weights  were 
poststratified  to  the  best  estimates  of  total,  full-,  and  part-time  faculty  by  sampling  stratum. 

Second-stage  weights.  Faculty  members  in  the  surveyed  institutions  were  selected  by  stratified  random 
sampling  within  five  strata  per  institution.  The  strata  were  based  on  classification  of  faculty  as  (i)  black,  non- 
Hispanic/  Hispanic  (ii)  full-time  female  faculty,  (iii)  faculty  in  one  of  the  NEH  disciplines,  (iv)  Asian/Pacific 
Islander  faculty,  and  (v)  all  other  faculty.  The  classification  was  unique,  so  that  any  faculty  member  on  the 
institution’s  roster  was  assigned  to  only  one  stratum.  Letting  denote  the  number  of  faculty  on  the  roster 
who  were  assigned  to  stratum  f,  and  denote  the  number  of  faculty  in  stratum /in  the  institution  who  were 
sampled,  the  initial  second-stage  raw  conditional  selection  probability  weight  for  faculty  member  k in  stratum 
/ was  calculated  as  n j/Nj. 

Each  faculty  member  in  the  sample  was  classified  into  one  of  six  ‘‘waves,”  denoted  by  the  subscript y,  and 
each  faculty  member  was  identified  as  being  a respondent  (or  “initial  respondent”)  or  not  by  that  point  in  the 
fielding  of  the  sample.  The  first  wave  consisted  of  faculty  who  were  contacted  early  on  in  the  survey,  and 
second  wave  faculty  were  contacted  somewhat  later,  and  the  sixth  wave  faculty  were  contacted  last.  Thus, 
was  set  to  1 if  faculty  member  k in  wave  j was  an  initial  respondent  and  was  0 otherwise.  If  denotes  the 
number  of  initial  nonrespondents  in  wave  J,  then 

Tr  S 

k^wave  j 


As  discussed  in  section  3.9,  2,000  of  the  selected  faculty  were  deliberately  dropped  from  the  sample  during 
fielding  of  the  sample.  The  exclusions  were  made  randomly  but  the  exclusion  probabilities  were  not  constant. 
Overall,  2,000  initial  nonrespondents  were  dropped  after  subsampling.  Let  rrij  denote  the  number  of  such 
excluded  nonrespondents  in  wave  j\  The  conditional  probability  that  a faculty  member  was  retained  in  the 
sample  (i.e.,  not  excluded),  given  that  he  or  she  was  in  wave  j,  equaled  1 if  the  faculty  member  was  an  initial 
respondent  in  that  wave  (i.e.,  if  Si^-  = 1),  and  it  equaled  (1  - mJTj)  if  the  faculty  member  was  an  initial 
nonrespondent  (5*^  = 0). 

Thus,  for  initial  respondents  in  each  wave,  the  second-stage  base  weight  (^2.yfc  for  faculty  member  k in 
faculty-stratum  J)  was  given  by 


For  initial  nonrespondents  in  wave  J,  the  base  weight  was 


Adjustment  for  institution-level  selection  and  nonresponse.  The  second-stage  weights  were  adjusted  for 
institutional  sampling  and  nonresponse  by  multiplying  the  raw  second-stage  faculty  weight  by  the  final 
institution-level  weight.  Thus,  for  faculty  member  k in  faculty  stratum /in  institution  i in  institution-level 
stratum  h,  the  adjusted  weight  i^'2.jkhd  is  given  by 

^ZJkhi  ~ ^2.Jk^"Lhi  or  ^2,£k^"l.hv 

depending  on  whether  the  respondent  was  classified  as  an  initial  respondent  or  initial  nonrespondent. 
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Adjustment  for  faculty  nonresponse.  Response  rates  for  part-time  faculty  differed  significantly  from  those 
for  full-time  faculty.  The  nonresponse  adjustment  for  faculty  weights  accounts  for  this.  The  following  three 
variables  were  cross-classified  to  create  the  cells  for  nonresponse  adjustment:  institution  stratum  (15 
categories),  part-time/full-time  status  (two  categories),^  ^ and  race/ethnicity  (two  categories). In  principle, 
there  should  not  be  any  missing  values  on  the  three  classification  variables.  However,  faculty  lists  for  some 
institutions  reported  missing  values  for  full-time/part-time  status  and  for  race/ethnicity,  as  illustrated  in 
Exhibit  3-3. 


Exhibit  3-3:  Profile  of  faculty  sampling  lists 

Total  number  of  faculty  sampling  lists 

31,354 

Race/ethnicity  present  on  sampling  lists 

22,715 

Race/ethnicity  missing  on  sampling  lists 

8,639 

Available  from  faculty  questionnaire 

6,235 

Not  available  from  faculty  questionnaire:  Imputed 

2,404 

Full/part-time  status  present  on  sampling  lists 

27,659 

Full/part-time  status  missing  on  sampling  lists 

3,695 

Available  from  faculty  questionnaire 

2,824 

Not  available  from  faculty  questionnaire:  Imputed 

871 

Most  of  the  missing  data  was  directly  imputed  from  the  faculty  questionnaire.  The  remainder  of  missing  data 
for  part-time/full-time  status  and  for  race/ethnicity  was  imputed  using  the  sequential  hot-deck  method  within 
the  1 5 institution  strata. 

To  calculate  nonresponse  adjustment  factors,  let  be  the  base  weights  for  /th  faculty  with yth  part- 

time/full-time  status  and  Ath  race/ethnicity  background  in  /th  institution  stratum.  And  let  corresponding 
indicator  l.j^^  be  the  response  indicator,  i.e.,  if  the  sampled  faculty  member  responded  to  the  survey 

and  sampled  faculty  member  did  not  respond  to  the  survey.  The  response  rate,  R.j^,  for  faculty 

members  with yth  part-time/full-time  status  and  kfh  race/ethnicity  background  in  /th  institution  stratum  is 


R..=— 


ijk 


with  the  summation  over  eligible  faculty  selected  within  //Mi  cell  for  the  full-time  faculty  and  with  the 
summation  over  all  faculty  selected  within  ijkfh  cell  for  part-time  faculty,  where  this  full-time/part-time 
status  and  race/ethnicity  is  obtained  largely  from  the  faculty  list.  It  is  assumed  that  all  the  ineligible  cases  for 
full-time  faculty  have  been  identified,  and  that  the  same  ineligibility  rate  applies  between  respondents  and 
nonrespondents  among  part-time  faculty.  This  means  that  it  is  assumed  that  all  nonrespondents  coded  as  full- 
time are  eligible,  while  nonrespondents  coded  as  part-time  are  partly  eligible  and  partly  ineligible  in  the  same 
ratio  as  among  respondents  coded  as  part-time. 


‘M=Full-time,  2=Part-time,  as  determined  by  faculty  list. 
i?l=white;  2=non- White. 
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The  faculty  weight  adjusted  for  the  nonresponse,  W2  was 


W 


l.ijkl 


R 


ijk 


Within  each  cell,  if  there  were  at  least  15  cases  and  the  weighted  response  rate  was  not  less  than  two-thirds  of 
the  overall  weighted  response  rate,  the  nonresponse  adjustment  factor  was  computed.  When  a given  cell  did 
not  meet  these  criteria,  it  was  collapsed  with  a neighboring  cell.  Collapsing  on  race/ethnicity  occurred  first, 
followed  by  collapsing  on  part-time/full-time  status.  Such  collapsing  is  intended  to  limit  the  large  increase  in 
variability  that  could  be  associated  with  large  adjustment  factors  (i.e.,  large  /?  ')■ 

Poststratification  to  “best  estimates.”  To  create  the  final  faculty  weights,  nonresponse-adjusted  faculty 
weights  were  poststratified  to  “best  estimates”  of  the  national  population  of  full-time  and  part-time  faculty. 
Chapter  10  describes  the  procedures  used  to  derive  best  estimates.  Let  T.j  be  the  best  estimate  for  the  total 
number  of  faculty  with yth  part-time/full-time  status  in  ;th  institution  stratum.  The  post-stratified  weights, 

are  . 


w ^ 

^l.ijkl  22 PT 


k I 


l.ijkl 


with  the  summation  over  all  respondents  within  ijth  cell  These  poststratified  final  faculty  weights  produce 
the  weighted  national  population  estimates  for  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire  dataset. 

The  poststratification  adjustment  should  reduce  sampling  variability,  and  more  importantly  reduce  any 
reporting  biases  and  bias  due  to  undercoverage  of  the  faculty  sampling  frame.  Poststratification  provides  a 
means  of  weighting  the  faculty  respondents  to  represent  all  faculty  on  the  original  faculty  sampling  frame  as 
well  as  faculty  missed  on  the  frame.  The  method  is  entirely  analogous  to  the  nonresponse  adjustment,  where 
faculty  respondents  are  weighted  up  to  represent  themselves  as  well  as  the  faculty  nonrespondents.  While  the 
nonresponse  adjustment  is  based  upon  the  assumption  that  the  means  of  respondents  and  nonrespondents  are 
similar,  the  poststratification  adjustment  is  based  upon  the  assumption  that  the  means  of  covered  faculty  and 
missed  faculty  are  similar.  Neither  assumption  is  perfect,  but  the  resulting  estimates  are  thought  to  be  more 
accurate  than  they  would  be  in  the  absence  of  the  adjustments. 


3.13  Calculation  of  Weights  for  Institution  Questionnaires 

The  weights  for  institution  questionnaires  were  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  the  first-stage  weights  for 
institutions  from  which  faculty  were  selected  (see  section  3. 1 1),  the  only  difference  being  the  definition  of 
“respondent.”  For  calculating  the  weights  for  institutions  with  institution  questionnaires,  a respondent  was 
defined  as  any  institution  from  which  an  acceptable  institution  questionnaire  was  received.  For  most 
institutions,  the  response  classification  was  identical  under  the  two  criteria.  As  a result,  the  weighting  cells 
for  the  first-stage  weights  were  used  without  change  for  the  weights  for  institution  questionnaires.  Exhibit  3- 
4 provides  summary  statistics  of  the  faculty  and  institution  weights. 
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Exhibit  3-4:  Summary  statistics  for  NSOPF-93  faculty  and  institution  weights 


Statistic 

Faculty 

Institution 

Mean 

40.11 

3.66 

Variance 

1,605,92 

16,68 

Standard  Deviation 

40,07 

4,09 

Minimum 

1,28 

1,15 

Maximum 

710,75 

27,11 

Skewness 

4.21 

2,47 

Kurtosis 

33.95 

5,8 

Sum  of  Weights  (rounded  to  whole  number) 

1,033,966 

3,188 

3.14  Design  Effects  and  Approximate  Standard  Errors 

Statistical  estimates  calculated  using  NSOPF-93  survey  data  are  subject  to  two  sources  of  error:  sampling 
errors  and  nonsampling  errors.  Sampling  errors  occur  because  the  estimates  are  based  on  a sample  of 
individuals  in  the  population  rather  than  on  the  entire  population.  Sampling  errors  can  be  quantified  using 
statistical  procedures  in  which  a variance  estimate  is  calculated,  NSOPF-93  analytical  reports  provide  each 
estimate’s  standard  error,  which  measures  the  variability  of  the  sample  estimator  in  repeated  sampling,  using 
the  same  sample  design  and  sample  size.  It  indicates  the  variability  of  a sample  estimator  that  would  be 
obtained  from  all  possible  samples  of  a given  design  and  size.  Standard  errors  are  used  as  a measure  of  the 
precision  expected  from  a particular  sample.  If  all  possible  samples  were  surveyed  under  similar  conditions, 
intervals  of  1.96  standard  errors  below  to  1.96  standard  .errors  above  a mean  or  proportion  would  include  the 
true  population  parameter  in  about  95  percent  of  the  samples.  In  general,  for  large  sample  sizes  {n  greater 
than  or  equal  to  30)  and  for  estimates  of  the  mean  or  the  proportion,  the  intervals  described  above  provide  a 
95  percent  confidence  interval.  If  sample  sizes  are  too  small,  or  if  the  parameters  being  estimated  are  not 
means  or  proportions,  then  these  intervals  may  not  correspond  to  the  95  percent  confidence  level. 

Sample  estimates  also  are  subject  to  bias  from  nonsampling  errors.  It  is  more  difficult  to  measure  the 
magnitude  of  these  errors.  They  can  arise  for  a variety  of  reasons:  nonresponse,  noncoverage,  differences  in 
the  respondent’s  interpretation  of  the  meaning  of  questions,  memory  effects,  misrecording  of  responses, 
incorrect  editing,  coding,  and  data  entry,  time  effects,  or  errors  in  data  processing.  For  example,  noncoverage 
or  incomplete  lists  (in  which  institutions  did  not  provide  a complete  enumeration  of  eligible  faculty)  and 
listing  of  ineligible  faculty  necessitated  the  ‘'best  estimates”  correction  to  decrease  measurement  error  in  the 
NSOPF-93  faculty  population  estimates,  (For  a more  detailed  discussion  of  the  noncoverage  problem,  see 
Chapter  10,)  The  NSOPF-93  field  test,  discussed  in  Chapter  1,  tested  the  faculty  and  institution 
questionnaires  (as  well  as  the  sample  design,  data  collection,  and  data  processing  procedures)  to  minimize  the 
potential  for  nonsampling  errors. 

Because  the  sample  design  involved  stratification,  disproportionate  sampling,  and  clustered  (i.e.,  multi-stage) 
probability  sampling,  the  calculation  of  exact  standard  errors  for  survey  estimates  can  be  difficult.  While 
popular  statistical  analysis  packages  such  as  SPSS  or  SAS  can  often  accommodate  unequal  selection 
probabilities  in  the  calculation  of  standard  errors  and  other  statistics  by  allowing  for  the  use  of  weights,  they 
do  not  calculate  standard  errors  by  taking  into  account  complex  sample  designs.  Because  of  NSOPF-93 ’s 
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complex  sample  design,  standard  errors  generated  by  SPSS  and  SAS  will  usually  underestimate  the  sampling 
variability  of  statistical  estimates  such  as  population  means,  percentages,  and  more  complex  statistics  such  as 
correlations  and  regression  coefficients.  Several  procedures  are  available  for  calculating  precise  estimates  of 
sampling  errors  for  complex  samples.  Procedures  such  as  Taylor  series  approximation,  balanced  half-sample 
replication  (BHS),  and  jackknife  repeated  replication  (JRR)  produce  similar  results. Consequently  it  is 
largely  a matter  of  convenience  which  approach  is  taken.  For  BHS,  32  replicate  weights  are  provided  on  the 
NSOPF-93  faculty  and  institution  data  files.  The  Data  Analysis  System  (DAS),  available  on  CD-ROM, 
calculates  variances  with  the  Taylor  series  approximation  method. 

The  institution  sampling  stratum  variable,  ISTRATUM,  and  the  primary  sampling  unit  variable,  PSU,  are 
provided  on  the  data  files  to  facilitate  calculation  of  standard  errors  using  the  Taylor  series  approximation 
method.'^  This  method  was  used  to  calculate  standard  errors  reported  in  NSOPF-93  analytical  reports. 
Standard  errors  reported  in  the  NSOPF-93  institution  report,  Institutional  Policies  and  Practices  Regarding 
Faculty  in  Higher  Education  [NCES  97-080]  were  produced  with  SUDAAN  software  using  a ‘‘without 
replacement”  design  to  handle  the  certainty  stratum  and  the  large  sampling  fractions  in  certain  strata.  These 
variance  estimates  assume  a zero  variance  for  the  stratum  of  institutions  selected  with  certainty.  (Section 
3.15  discusses  in  greater  detail  variance  estimation  for  institutions  selected  with  certainty.)  In  using  the 
Taylor-series  approximation  method  to  calculate  variances  for  the  faculty  report  Instructional  Faculty  and 
Staff  in  Higher  Education  Institutions:  Fall  1987  and  Fall  1992,  [NCES  97-470]  based  on  the  NSOPF-93 
faculty  dataset,  a “with  replacement”  design  was  utilized. 

The  impact  of  departures  from  simple  random  sampling  on  the  precision  of  sample  estimates  is  often 
measured  by  the  design  effect.  For  any  statistical  estimator  (for  example,  a mean  or  a proportion),  the  design 
effect  is  the  ratio  of  the  estimate  of  the  variance  of  a statistic  derived  from  consideration  of  the  sample  design 
to  that  obtained  from  the  formula  for  simple  random  samples. 

Exhibits  3-5  through  3-7  present  standard  errors  and  design  effects  for  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  and  institution 
data,  calculated  with  SUDAAN’s  Taylor  series  approximation  method.  These  standard  errors  and  design 
effects  used  weighted  data  and  took  into  account  NSOPF-93’s  complex  sample  design.  Faculty  questionnaire 
standard  errors  and  design  effects,  presented  in  Exhibit  3-5,  were  calculated  using  a “with  replacement” 
design.  Institution  questionnaire  standard  errors  and  design  effects,  presented  in  Exhibit  3-6,  use 
SUDAAN ’s  “without  replacement”  design  with  finite  population  correction  factors.  The  standard  errors  and 
design  effects  presented  in  Exhibits  3-5  through  3-7  take  into  account  the  features  of  the  sampling  design:  I) 
stratification  in  the  selection  of  institutions;  and,  2)  clustering  (i.e.,  the  use  of  institutions  as  first-stage 
sampling  units). 

Exhibits  3-5  and  3-6  present  standard  errors  and  design  effects  (“DEFF”)  for  30  randomly  selected 
dichotomized  items  from  the  faculty  and  institution  questionnaires.  In  selecting  items  from  each 
questionnaire,  30  questions  were  randomly  selected,  using  systematic  selection  from  the  beginning  of  the 
questionnaire.  Response  categories  for  each  selected  survey  question  were  dichotomized  for  the  purpose  of 


^'‘Frankei,  M.,  Inference  from  Survey  Samples:  An  Empirical  Investigation  (Ann  Arbor:  Institute  for  Social 
Research,  1971). 

*^Two  widely  available  variance  estimation  software  packages,  SUDAAN  and  CENVAR,  use  the  Taylor  series 
approximation  method  to  calculate  variances.  For' more  information  on  SUDAAN,  see  Shah,  Babubhai  V.,  Beth  G. 
Barnwell  and  Gayle  S.  Bieler,  SUDAAN  User*s  Manual  Release  6.4  (Research  Triangle  Park,  N.C.:  Research  Triangle 
Institute,  1 995).  For  information  on  CENVAR,  see  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  CENVAR  IMPS  Version  3. 1 
(Washington  D.C.:  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1995). 
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representing  the  full  range  of  levels  which  percentages  can  assume,  i.e.  , the  range  from  one  percent 
(equivalently,  99  percent)  to  50  percent. 

The  column  titled  “Questionnaire  item”  in  these  exhibits  gives  a brief  description  of  the  dichotomous  item. 

A separate  column  titled  “Question  response  number”  gives  the  questionnaire  numbers  of  the  question  and 
response  categories  which  were  used  to  construct  this  dichotomous  item.  For  example,  the  first  item  in 
Exhibit  3-5  pertains  to  the  percent  of  faculty  who  said  they  were  hired  by  the  institution  for  which  they 
worked  in  198 1 or  before.  Similarly,  the  second  item  in  Exhibit  3-6  refers  to  the  percentage  of  institution 
respondents  who  selected  response  categories  0 or  1 in  response  to  subitem  A of  Question  7 in  questionnaire 
section  B,  i.e.,  “B7a:0,l”.  Thus,  49.35  percent  of  institution  respondents  answered  that  one  or  no  tenured 
full-time  faculty  members  who  left  the  institution  between  Fall  1991  and  Fall  1992  retired.  • 

Exhibit  3-7  presents  average  design  effects  (“DEFF”)  for  the  faculty  sample  and  questionnaire  treated  in 
Exhibit  3-5.  Exhibit  3-7  also  presents  the  average  of  the  square  roots  of  DEFFs  (“DEFT”)  for  the  same  sets 
of  dichotomous  items.  This  exhibit  presents  mean  DEFFs  and  mean  DEFTs  not  only  for  total  respondents  but 
also  for  30  subgroups:  two  genders  (male  and  female),  five  racial/ethnic  groups,  and  subgroups  based  on 
tenure  status,  faculty  rank,  employment  status,  and  type  and  control  of  institution.  Because  of  small  sample 
sizes  within  each  Carnegie  classification  stratum  in  the  institution  sample,  a similar  exhibit  of  mean  DEFFs 
and  DEFTs  was  not  produced  for  the  institution  sample. 

Researchers  who  do  not  have  access  to  software  for  computing  estimates  of  standard  errors  can  use  the  mean 
design  effects  presented  in  Exhibit  3-7  to  approximate  the  standard  errors  of  statistics  based  on  the  NSOPF- 
93  data.  Design-corrected  standard  errors  for  a proportion  can  be  approximated  from  the  standard  error 
computed  using  the  formula  for  the  standard  error  of  a proportion  based  on  a simple  random  sample  and  the 
appropriate  mean  root  design  effect  (DEFT): 

SE  = DEFT  X [0(l-;7)/«)]''^  (1) 

where  p is  the  weighted  proportion  of  respondents  giving  a particular  response,  n is  the  size  of  the  sample, 
and  Deft  is  the  mean  root  design  effect. 

Similarly,  the  design-corrected  standard  error  of  a mean  can  be  approximated  from  the  standard  error  based 
on  simple  random  sampling  and  the  appropriate  mean  DEFT : 

SE  = DEFTx  (Var/rt)'^"  (2) 

where  Var  is  the  simple  random  sample  variance,  n is  the  size  of  the  sample,  and  DEFT  is  the  mean  root 
design  effect.  Exhibit  3-7  makes  clear  that  the  design  effects  and  root  design  effects  vary  considerably  by 
subgroup.  It  is  therefore  important  to  use  the  mean  DEFT  for  the  relevant  subgroup  in  calculating 
approximate  standard  errors  for  subgroup  statistics. 

Standard  error  estimates  may  be  needed  for  subgroups  that  are  not  tabulated  here..  One  rule  of  thumb  may  be 
useful  in  such  situations:  design  effects  will  generally  be  smaller  for  groups  that  are  formed  by  subdividing 
the  subgroups  listed  in  the  tables.  This  is  because  smaller  subgroups  will  be  less  affected  by  clustering  than 
larger  subgroups.  Estimates  for  minority  respondents,  for  example,  will  generally  have  smaller  design  effects 
than  the  corresponding  estimates  for  all  respondents.  For  this  reason,  it  will  usually  be  conservative  to  use  the 
subgroup  mean  DEFT  to  approximate  standard  errors  for  estimates  concerning  a portion  of  the  subgroup. 
This  rule  applies  only  when  the  variable  used  to  subdivide  a subgroup  crosscuts  institutions.  Gender  is  one 
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such  variable,  since  most  institutions  include  faculty  of  both  sexes.  It  will  not  reduce  the  average  cluster  size 
to  form  groups  that  are  based  on  subsets  of  institutions. 

Standard  errors  may  also  be  needed  for  other  types  of  estimates  than  the  simple  means  and  proportions  that 
are  the  basis  for  the  results  presented  here.  A second  rule  of  thumb  can  be  used  to  estimate  approximate 
standard  errors  for  comparison  between  subgroups.  If  the  subgroups  crosscut  institutions,  then  the  design 
effect  for  the  difference  between  the  subgroup  means  will  be  somewhat  smaller  than  the  design  effect  for  the 
individual  means.  The  variance  of  the  difference  estimate  will  be  less  than  the  sxun  of  the  variances  of  the  two 
subgroup  means  from  which  it  is  derived: 

^ Var(6-a)  ^ Var(6)  + Var(a)  (3) 

in  which  Var(6-o)  refers  to  the  variance  of  the  estimated  difference  between  the  subgroup  means,  and  Var(a) 
and  Var(6)  refer  to  the  variances  of  the  two  subgroup  means.  It  follows  from  equation  (3)  that  Var(a)  + 
Var(6)  can  be  used  in  place  of  Var(6-a)  with  conservative  results. 

A final  rule  of  thumb  is  that  some  complex  estimators  show  smaller  design  effects  than  simple  estimators. 
Thus,  correlation  and  regression  coefficients  tend  to  have  smaller  design  effects  than  subgroup  comparisons, 
and  subgroup  comparisons  have  smaller  design  effects  than  means.  This  implies  that  it  will  be  conservative 
to  use  the  mean  root  design  effects  presented  here  in  calculating  approximate  standard  errors  for  multiple 
regression  coefficients.  The  procedure  for  calculating  such  approximate  standard  errors  is  the  same  as  with 
simpler  estimates.  First,  a standard  error  is  calculated  using  the  formula  for  data  from  a simple  random 
sample;  then,  the  simple  random  sample  standard  error  is  multiplied  by  the  appropriate  mean  root  design 
effect.  This  rule  of  thumb  may  not  apply  to  other  complex  estimators,^’  and  analysts  should  use  caution  in 
applying  it  to  complex  estimators  other  than  regression  coefficients. 


*^Kish,  L.,  and  Frankel,  M.,  “Inference  from  Complex  Samples/’  Journal  of  the  Royal  Statistical  Society: 
Series  B (Methodological),  36  (1974):  2-37. 

’’Skinner,  C.J.,  Holt,  D.,  and  Smith,  T.F.M.,  Analysis  of  Complex  Surveys  (Chichester,  England:  Wiley, 
1989):  70. 
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Exhibit  3-5:  NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire:  standard  errors  and  design  effects 


Questionnaire  item 

Question 

response 

number 

Estimate 

Design 

S.E.- 

DEFT 

DEFT 

n 

SRS- 

S.E.” 

Year  started  job  at  institution 

A6::^81 

30.11 

0.54 

3.58 

1.89 

25780 

0.29 

Highest  degree  received 

B16A1:1, 

2 

48.98 

0.93 

8.84 

2.97 

25454 

0.31 

Other  employment  besides 
institution 

B17:l 

53.51 

0.74 

5.65 

2.38 

25780 

0.31 

Employment  sector  of  other  main 
job  held 

B1 8:4-8 

66.17 

0.76 

3.1 

1.76 

10003 

0.43 

Primary  responsibility  in  three 
most  recently  held  jobs 

B19B3:1, 

2 

9.29 

0.48 

3.24 

1.8 

12164 

0.27 

Number  of  book/article  reviews 
published  during  career 

B20A5: 

^5 

8.32 

0.32 

3.49 

1.87 

25780 

0.17 

No.  of  articles  published  in  non- 
refereed  journals  in  last  2 years 

B20B2: 

^2 

9.19 

0.34 

3.48 

1.87 

25780 

0.18 

Number  of  patents/copyrights  won 
in  last  2 years 

B20B13:0 

96.86 

0.17 

2.54 

1.59 

25780 

0.11 

Number  of  graduate  thesis 
committees  chaired  in  Fall  1992 

C21B4:0 

89.48 

0.41 

4.54 

2.13 

25780 

0.19 

Was  1st  for-credit  course  taught  in 
Fall  1 992  team  taught? 

C23A2f;l 

11.25 

0.45 

4.13 

2.03 

21774 

0.22 

Avg.  number  of  hours/week  taught 
2nd  for-credit  course  in  Fall  1 992 

C23B2g: 

18.22 

0.66 

4.07 

2.02 

16098 

0.33 

Level  of  students  taught  in  3rd  for- 
credit  course  in  Fall  1 992 

C23C3:1 

54.01 

0.88 

2.45 

1.57 

10474 

0.56 

Primary  instructional  method  used 
in  4th  for-credit  course  taught  in 
Fall  1992 

C23D4:1 

54.74 

0.86 

1.25 

1.12 

5959 

0.77 

Taught  any  for-credit 
undergraduate  courses  in  Fall 
1992? 

C24:2 

62.86 

0.97 

10.49 

3.24 

25780 

0.3 

Used  competency-based  grading  in 
undergraduate  course 

C24Ak:3 

37.49 

0.55 

2.12 

1.46 

18249 

0.38 

Engaged  in  professional  research, 
writing 

C28:l 

53.02 

0.84 

7.3 

2.7 

25780 

0.31 

Foundation/nonprofit  funding  for 
research? 

C33B2: 

^2 

25.98 

1.6 

2.09 

1.45 

1379 

1.11 

BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 
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Exhibit  3-S:  NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire:  standard  errors  and  design  effects  (cont.) 


Questionnaire  item 

Question 

response 

number 

Estimate 

Design 

S.E.- 

DEFF 

DEFT 

n 

SRS- 

S.E." 

Total  research  funds  obtained  from 
state/local  government 

C33D4: 
2 5000 

80.74 

1.78 

1.7 

1.3 

786 

1.37 

Assessment  of  institution’s 
research  equipment 

C34a:3,4 

71.34 

0.62 

2.82 

1.68 

15113 

0.37 

Assessment  of  institution’s 
studio/performance  space 

C34j:l 

10.19 

0.48 

2.00 

1.41 

8406 

0.34 

Adequacy  of  institution’s  funding 
for  professional  travel 

C35C3:1 

61.95 

0.75 

2.41 

1.55 

12098 

0.48 

Avg.  hours  per  week  spent  on 
unpaid  activities 

C36b: 

^5 

32.36 

0.46 

2.47 

1.57 

25780 

0.29 

Preferred  percent  of  work  time  for 
professional  growth 

C37Bc: 

^50 

1.22 

0.09 

1.64 

1.28 

25780 

0.07 

Satisfaction  with  work  load 

D40a:2 

17.5 

0.34 

2.06 

1.44 

25780 

0.24 

Likelihood  of  accepting  part-time 
job  at  non-postsecondary 
institution  in  next  3 years 

D41c:3 

85.9 

0.38 

3.00 

1.73 

24731 

0.22 

Importance  of  instructional 
facilities  in  decision  to  leave 
current  institution 

D43h:3 

61.69 

0.45 

2.24 

1.5 

25780 

0.3 

Basic  salary  in  1992  (dollars) 

E47a: 

100000+ 

2.71 

0.22 

4.77 

2.18 

25780 

0.1 

Royalties  or  commissions  received 
in  1992  (dollars) 

E47m: 

^2000 

3.07 

0.17 

2.51 

1.58 

25780 

0.11 

Citizenship  status 

F57:2 

5.99 

0.25 

2.76 

1.66 

25780 

0.15 

Have  opportunities  for  Junior 
faculty  advancement  improved  or 
worsened 

F60b:l 

29.55 

0.55 

2.98 

1.73 

20765 

0.32 

Standard  errors  calculated  taking  into  account  the  sample  design. 

Standard  errors  calculated  under  the  assumption  of  simple  random  sampling. 
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Exhibit  3-6:  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  standard  errors  and  design  effects 


Questionnaire  item 

Question 

response 

number 

Estimate 

Design 

S.E.* 

DEFF 

DEFT 

n 

SRS- 

S.E." 

Number  of  permanent 
llill-time  faculty  who  left 
in  last  year 

B2e:0 

33.57 

2.18 

1.85 

1.36 

871 

1.60 

Number  of  tenured  full 
time  faculty  who  retired 
last  year 

B7a:0,l 

49.35 

2.44 

1.47 

1.21 

726 

2.01 

Has  institution  taken 
action  to  lower 
percentage  of  ftil  1-time 
faculty  in  last  five  years? 

B10c:2 

91.93 

1.19 

1.17 

1.08 

726 

1.10 

Institution  subsidy  to  state 
retirement  plan  for  full- 
time faculty 

B12cl:l 

20.41 

1.77 

0.75 

0.87 

528 

2.04 

Full-time  faculty  benefits: 
wellness  program 

B13a:2 

57.27 

2.07 

1.53 

1.24 

871 

1.67 

Full-time  faculty  benefits: 
tuition  remission  for 
faculty  children  . ' 

B13g:2 

30.94 

1.99 

1.61 

1.27 

871 

1.57 

Institution  subsidy  for 
meal  plan  for  full-time 
faculty 

B13jl;l 

22.27 

6.23 

3.22 

1.79 

114 

3.47 

Temporary  full-time 
faculty  benefits:  medical 
insurance  or  medical  care 

B16b:l 

85.83 

2.32 

1.99 

' 1.41 

584 

1.64 

Temporary  full-time 
faculty  benefits:  life 
insurance 

B16e:l 

72.41 

2.47 

1.37 

1.17 

584 

2.11 

Temporary  full-time 
faculty  benefits: 
transportation/parking’ 

^ B16k:2 

35.27 

2.56 

1.29 

1.14 

584 

2.25 

Institution  subsidy  for 
retiree  medical  insurance 
for  temporary  full-time 
faculty 

B16nl:l,2 

74.14 

3.07 

0.85 

0.92 

250 

3.33 

Peer  evaluations  used  to 
assess  full-time  faculty 
performance 

B18g:l 

63.75 

2.24 

1.89 

i 

1.37 

871 

1.63 
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Exhibit  3-6:  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  standard  errors  and  design  effects  (cont.) 


Questionnaire  item 

Question 

response 

number 

Estimate 

Design 

S.E.“ 

DEFF 

DEFT 

n 

SRS- 

S-E." 

Total  number  of 
permanent  llill-time 
faculty  in  Fall  1991  (last 
yr.) 

C20f: 

2:100 

6.49 

0.99 

0.83 

0.91 

566 

1.09 

Number  of  full-time 
faculty  considered  for 
tenure  in  1 992-93 

C24a:0-5 

99.07 

0.23 

0.14 

0.37 

315 

0.61 

403 B retirement  plan 
available  to  full-time  non- 
inslructional  faculty? 

C28b:2 

51.81 

3.06 

1.93 

1.39 

556 

2.20 

Institution  subsidy  for 
wellness  program  for  full- 
time non-instructional 
faculty 

C29al.T 

31.32 

3.11 

1.02 

1.01 

301 

3.08 

Institution  subsidy  for 
disability  insurance  for 
full-time  non- 
instructional  faculty 

C29dl:3 

20.41 

2.25 

1.42 

1.19 

518 

1.89 

Full-time  non- 
instructional  faculty 
benefits:  meals 

C29j:2 

80.16 

2.73 

2.42 

1.56 

556 

1.75 

Institution  subsidy  for 
paternity  leave  for  lull- 
time  non-instructional 
faculty 

C29ml:2 

31.26 

3.06 

1.33 

1.15 

386 

2.65 

Temporary  full-time  non- 
instructional  faculty 
benefits:  life  insurance 

C32e:2 

27.11 

3.57 

1.47 

1.21 

307 

2.94 

Institution  subsidy  for 
child  care  for  temporary 
full-time  non- 
instructional  faculty 

C32hl:2 

26.32 

4.48 

0.85 

0.92 

129 

4.86 

Temporary  full-time  non- 
instructional  faculty 
benefits:  retiree  medical 
insurance 

C32n:l 

42.05 

3.66 

1.25 

1.12 

307 

3.27 

Availability  of  retirement 
plans  for  part-time  faculty 

D34;2 

57.46 

2.1 

1.52 

1.23 

857 

1.70 
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Exhibit  3-6:  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  standard  errors  and  design  effects  (cont.) 


Questionnaire  item 

Question 

response 

number 

Estimate 

Design 

S.E.“ 

DEFF 

DEFT 

n 

SRS- 

S.E.*- 

Availability  of  40 IK  or 
40 IB  plans  for  part-time 
faculty 

D35dl: 

1,2 

24.50 

11.26 

2.57 

1.60 

51 

1.02 

Part-time  faculty  benefits: 
tuition  remission  for 
children 

D37g:l 

30.43 

3.12 

1.91 

1.38 

493 

2.26 

Institution  subsidy  for 
housing/mortgage  for 
part-time  faculty 

D37il;3 

53.55 

13.49 

2.05 

1.43 

29 

9.42 

Part-time  faculty  benefits: 
other 

D37p:2 

88.39 

2.28 

2.09 

1.45 

493 

1.58 

Benefit  eligibility  criteria 
for  part-time  staff 

D39;l 

72.15 

2.98 

1.83 

1.35 

493 

2.20 

Percent  of  part-time 
faculty  meeting  eligibility 
criteria  for  receiving 
benefits 

D40c2: 

0-20 

37.18 

4.74 

1.46 

1.21 

202 

3.92 

Methods  of  evaluating 
part-time  instructors 
(open-ended) 

D42i:2 

96.07 

0.54 

0.66 

0.81 

857 

0.66 

" Standard  errors  calculated  taking  into  account  the  sample  design. 

^ Standard  errors  calculated  under  the  assumption  of  simple  random  sampling. 
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Exhibit  3-7:  Mean  design  effects  (DEEP)  and  root  design  effects  (DEFT) 
for  NSOPF-93  faculty  subgroups  


Faculty  sample  strata 

DEFF 

DEFT 

Total 

3.52 

1.82 

Gender 

Male 

2.90 

1.66 

Female 

2.53 

1.57 

Race/ethnicity 

American  Indian/Alaskan  Native 

1.44 

1.17 

Asian/Pacific  Islander 

2.00 

1.40  ■ 

Black,  non-Hispanic 

2.33 

1.50 

Hispanic 

2.52 

1.56 

White,  non-Hispanic 

3.21 

1.74 

Tenure  status 

Tenured 

2.62 

1.59' 

On  tenure  track,  but  not  tenured 

2.23 

1.47 

Not  on  tenure  track 

2.29 

■ 1.50 

No  tenure  system  for  R’s  faculty  status 

2.24 

1.48 

No  tenure  system  at  institution 

3.34 

1.78 

Faculty  rank 

Not  applicable 

2.21 

1.46 

Full  professor 

3.03 

1.69 

Associate  professor 

2.43 

1.53 

Assistant  professor 

2.45 

1.54 

Instructor 

2.57 

1.57 

Lecturer 

1.75 

1.31 

Other  ranks 

2.93 

1.61 

Type  and  control  of  institution 

Public  research 

1.80 

1.32 

Private  research 

2.39 

1.51 

Public  Ph.D.  and  medical 

2.42 

1.53 

Private  Ph.D.  and  medical 

3.85 

1.90 

Public  comprehensive 

2.43 

1.53 

Private  comprehensive 

2.74 

1.57 

Private  liberal  arts 

2.62 

1.55 

Public  two-year 

3.05 

1.69  . 

Other 

2.93 

1.61 

Employment  status 

Part-time 

2.57 

1.58 

Full-time 

3.03 

1.69 
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3.15  Calculating  Estimates  for  Institutions  Selected  with  Certainty 

All  168  institutions  in  the  certainty  stratum  were  selected  into  the  institution  sample.  One  hundred  and  fifty- 
two  (152)  of  them  returned  faculty  sampling  lists  and  144  of  them  responded  to  the  institution  questionnaire. 
Thus,  aside  from  a small  nonresponse  variance,  the  variability  associated  with  this  stratum  in  the  institution 
questionnaire  dataset  is  essentially  zero. 

Analysts  should  take  note  of  two  cautions  about  calculating  estimates  of  sampling  variability  from  the 
NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  dataset.  First,  if  a comparison  is  to  be  made  between  the  class  of 
institutions  in  the  certainty  stratum  and  other  classes  of  institutions,  then  (as  an  approximation)  either  the 
variance  of  the  estimator  for  the  certainty  stratum  should  be  set  equal  to  zero,  or  a without-replacement  type 
variance  formula  should  be  used  for  the  certainty  stratum  with  an  appropriate  finite  population  correction 
factor  to  account  for  random  nonresponse  variance.  The  former  recommendation  is  equivalent  to  setting  the 
variance  of  the  estimated  difference  equal  to  the  variance  of  the  estimator  for  the  noncertainty  class. 

Second,  if  analysis  calls  for  certainty  and  noncertainty  institutions  to  be  combined,  then  appropriate  standard 
errors  should  be  calculated.  For  example,  in  most  tables  in  NSOPF-93  analytical  reports,  noncertainty 
institutions  are  divided  into  seven  (out  of  nine)  modified  Carnegie  strata,  and  institutions  selected  with 
certainty  are  divided  into  three  strata:  “Public  research,”  “Private  research,”  and  “Public  doctoral. The 
two  research  strata  include  only  certainty  institutions,  and  thus  any  estimators  of  variance  for  these  strata 
should  follow  the  recommendations  presented  above.  Standard  errors  must  be  calculated  for  estimators  for 
the  public  doctoral  stratum,  however,  because  it  includes  both  certainty  and  noncertainty  institutions  (i.e. 
medical  schools). 

Even  in  the  case  of  the  14  noncertainty  strata,  many  of  the  sampling  fractions  are  important.  Thus,  a without- 
replacement  type  variance  formula — incorporating  appropriate  finite  population  correction  factors — should 
be  used  for  these  strata  also. 

3.16  Using  Replicate  Weights  with  the  NSOPF-93  Datasets 

Both  the  NSOPF-93  institution  and  faculty  datasets  include  32  replicate  weights  for  variance  estimation. 
These  weights  implement  the  balanced  half-sample  (BHS)  method  of  variance  estimation.*^  Two  widely 
available  software  packages,  WesVarPC®,^^  and  PC  CARP,^*  have  capabilities  to  use  replicate  weights  to 
estimate  variances. 

Analysts  who  use  either  the  faculty  file  or  the  institution  file  should  be  cautious  about  cross-classifying  data 
so  deeply  that  the  resulting  estimates  are  based  upon  a very  small  number  of  observations.  Analysts  should 
interpret  the  accuracy  of  NSOPF-93  statistics  in  light  of  estimated  standard  errors  and  in  light  of  the  number 


*®In  the  institution  stratum  variable  used  in  most  NSOPF-93  analytical  reports,  the  stratum  labeled  “Public 
doctoral”  is  not  equivalent  to  the  set  of  “Public,  other  Ph.D.”  institutions  which  form  part  of  the  certainty  stratum  in  the 
sampling  variable,  since  the  “Public  doctoral”  stratum  includes  medical  institutions. 

*^For  a discussion  of  the  balanced  half-sample  (BHS)  method  of  variance  estimation,  see  Wolter,  Kirk  M., 
Introduction  to  Variance  Estimation  (New  York;  Springer- Verlag,  1985),  pp.  110-152. 

^^Westat,  Inc,,  .4  User’s  Guide  to  WesVarPC^,  Version  2.0  (Rockville,  Md.:  Westat,  Inc.,  1996). 

^‘Fuller,  Wayne  C,,  et  ai,  PC  CARP  IV  (Ames,  Iowa:  Statistical  Laboratory,  Iowa  State  University,  1986). 
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of  observations  used  in  the  statistics.  Analysts  should  also  be  cautious  about  use  of  BHS-estimated  variances 
that  relate  to  one  stratum  or  to  a group  of  two  or  three  strata.  Such  variance  estimates  may  be  based  upon  far 
fewer  than  32  replicates,  and  thus  the  variance  of  the  variance  estimator  may  be  large. 

3.16.1  Faculty  File  Replicate  Weights 

To  achieve  NCES  standards,  k = 32  half-sample  replicates  were  employed  in  both  the  restricted-use  faculty 
data  file  and  the  public-use  faculty  data  file.  The  15  sampling  strata  were  subdivided  to  form  3 1 pseudo- 
strata.  Let  Wj-  denote  the  full-sample  weight  for  the yth  faculty  respondent,  and  let  Wj„  denote  the  weight 
corresponding  to  the  a-th  half-sample  for  the  same  respondent.  Using  32  half-sample  replicates,  33  (or  1 
+ 32)  sets  of  weights  were  created.  Nonresponse  weighting  adjustments  and  poststratification  were 
performed  within  each  half-sample  replicate. 

Define  the  real-valued  function  G(-)  as 

G(w)  = +1,  ifw>0, 

= -l, 

and  define  Gy  = (G(wy^),  G(  Wj^ ), ...,  G(wj^)). 

The  32  replicate  weights  provided  for  variance  estimation  on  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  data  file  did  not 
incorporate  finite  population  correction  factors.  The  finite  population  correction  factor  (fpc)  is  omitted, 
because  the  faculty  population  being  much  larger  than  the  NSOPF-93  sample,  the  sampling  fraction  (i.e,  the 
ratio  of  the  sample  to  the  total  population)  tends  to  zero  and  the  fpc  approaches  1. 

3.16.2  Institution  File  Replicate  Weights 

Institution  dataset  replicate  weights  incorporate  finite  population  correction  factors.  This  is  important  because 
several  of  the  institution  sampling  strata  sampled  large  proportions  of  institutions  listed  on  the  frame.  As  the 
number  of  sampled  units  in  each  strata  approaches  the  finite  number  of  possible  units  that  could  be  sampled 
in  that  strata,  the  standard  errors  for  estimates  incorporating  these  units  correspondingly  decrease.  Therefore, 
to  account  fully  for  the  proportion  of  the  frame  of  institutions  in  each  sampling  strata,  finite  population 
correction  factors  (fpc)  have  been  incorporated  into  the  replicate  weights.  For  the  purposes  of  these 
calculations,  the  approximate  finite  population  correction  factor  is: 

/pc  =1  - [i  E -L] 

n i w, 


where  n is  the  number  of  responding  institutions  in  each  stratum  and  w,  is  the  final  institutional  weight 
adjusted  for  nonresponse.  Finite  population  correction  factors  for  each  stratum  are  reported  in  Exhibit  3-8. 

Replicate  weights  for  the  NSOPF-93  institution  dataset  proceeded  from  three  assumptions.  First,  random 
nonresponse  was  assumed  in  each  stratum.  For  purposes  of  variance  estimation,  the  144  institutions  in  the 
certainty  stratum  were  treated  as  a random  sample  from  a population  of  168  institutions.  Therefore,  the 
replicate  weights  calculate  a variance  for  the  certainty  stratum  despite  the  fact  that  all  certainty  institutions 
were  selected  into  the  sample  with  a probability  of  one. 
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Second,  all  replicate  weights  incorporate  finite  population  correction  factors  for  each  stratum  reported  in 
Exhibit  3-8.  This  approach  reflects  the  “near-certainty”  (144  out  of  168  institutions)  status  of  the  certainty 
stratum  in  the  NSOPF-93  institution  survey.  It  also  includes  the  important  fpc  in  stratum  1 (“Private,  Other 
Ph.D.”)  and  other  noncertainty  strata.  Standard  errors  calculated  using  these  replicate  weights  are  smaller 
than  standard  errors  calculated  by  other  means,  such  as  Taylor  series  standard  errors  presented  in  NCES’s 
report.  Institutional  Policies  and  Practices  Regarding  Faculty  in  Higher  Education  P4CES  97-080]. 

To  incorporate  finite  population  corrections  in  variance  calculations,  a half-sample  estimator  was  used: 


A,j  is  the  approximate  finite  population  correction  factor  for  the  stratum  in  which  institution  i was  sampled, 
and  the  summation  is  over  all  respondents  in  the  full  sample.  The  f/-weight  can  be  rewritten  as 

~ ^,  ( 1 “ \J^i  )>  institutions  not  in  the  a-th  half  sample 


Thus,  the  final  replicate  weights,  i.e.,  the  f/-weights,  are  larger  than  the  full-sample  weights  for  institutions  in 
the  half  sample  and  smaller  for  institutions  not  in  the  half  sample. 

The  standard  BHS  (balanced  half-sample)  formula  for  variance  calculations  applies  here,  namely 


and  Y is  equal  to  the  mean  of  the  across  the  k half  samples.  For  NSOPF,  k — 32  for  both  the 
institution  and  the  faculty  files. 

Third,  to  produce  the  NCES-required  32  replicate  weights,  institutions  in  each  pseudo-stratum  were  separated 
into  two  random  groups  and  specified  32  balanced  half  samples.  Replicate  weights  for  each  half  sample  and  a 
set  of  weights  for  the  full  sample  were  then  calculated.  Nonresponse  weighting  was  performed  independently 
within  each  half-sample. 


where  the  f/-weights  are  defined  by 


W.  (\  + ),  for  institutions  in  the  a-th  half  sample. 


v(f)  = i E (r;  - yy . 
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Exhibit  3-8:  Finite  population  correction  factors  (fpc)  for  each  institution  stratum 


Institution  stratum 

Eligible 

institutions 

Institutions 

responding 

Finite  population 
correction  factor 

Private  other  Ph.D. 

46 

39 

.1552 

Public  comprehensive 

159 

144 

.5273 

Private  comprehensive 

82 

71 

.6422 

Public  liberal  arts 

3 

2 

.9505 

Private  liberal  arts 

68 

66 

.8334 

Public  medical 

25 

20 

.3103 

Private  medical 

.10 

9 

.5563 

Private  religious 

18 

18 

.9284 

Public  two-year 

316 

298 

.5591 

Private  two-year 

10 

10 

.8877 

Public  other 

7 

7 

.6864 

Private  other 

24 

19 

.7913 

Public  unknown 

19 

18 

.5987 

Private  unknown 

7 

7 

.8510 

Research/public  other  Ph.D. 

168 

144 

.1429 
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4*  Institutional  Recruitment:  Procedures  and  Results 

NSOPF-93  differed  in  a number  of  significant  ways  fromNSOPF-88.  This  chapter  reviews  procedures  used 
for  recruiting  sampled  institutions  and  collecting  faculty  lists  and  related  information  used  for  sampling  and 
data  collection.  Sampling  procedures  were  discussed  in  Chapter  3.  Key  changes  to  the  sample  frame  are 
outlined  below. 

• Institution  sample  size  was  increased,  from  480  in  1988,  to  a final  sample  of  974  institutions 
in  1993.  The  larger  sample  allowed  for  more  detailed  comparisons  both  at  the  faculty  and 
institutional  levels.  The  faculty  sample  was  also  augmented  to  provide  data  about  faculty  in 
key  disciplines. 


• The  criteria  for  defining  faculty  were  broadened  to  include  non-instructional  faculty. 
Institutions  were  given  a complete  set  of  instructions  for  preparing  the  list,  including  detailed 
criteria  for  determining  who  should  be  included  and  excluded  from  the  list.  (See  Appendix  K 
for  list  preparation  instructions  sent  to  institutions.) 

• Representation  of  certain  subgroups  of  faculty  in  the  sample  (full-time  females;  faculty  in 
NEH-specified  disciplines;  black,  non-Hispanics;  Asian/Pacific  Islanders;  and  Hispanics) 
was  increased  by  oversampling.  This  required  institutions  to  provide  race  and  gender 
information  not  requested  in  1988. 

• Due  to  institutional  downsizing  and  increased  research  demands  on  institutions,  participation 
in  NSOPF  and  other  large-scale  surveys  was  problematic  for  some  institutions  (see  section 
4.3)!  Institutions  are  taking  longer  to  comply  with  research  requests,  and  are  far  more  likely 
to  refuse  participation  than  in  years  past.  Hence,  the  initial  sample  of  789  was  supplemented 
by  a pool  of  1 85  institutions  that  were  selected  to  replace  non-participating  institutions,  and 
to  augment  the  sample  by  ensuring  adequate  representation  of  institutions  across  strata.  At 
the  same  time,  extensive  follow-up  and  refusal  conversion  campaigns  were  conducted  with 
the  original  sample,  as  well  as  with  the  supplemental  sample. 

Based  on  the  results  of  the  1992  field  test,  the  following  procedures  were  implemented  in  the  full-scale  study: 

• The  1 992  field  test  results  clearly  demonstrated  that  institutions  that  provided  the  home 
addresses  of  faculty  had  a higher  completion  rate  than  those  that  did  not.  A majority  of 
institutions  were  willing  to  release  these  data  when  given  assurance  that  the  data  would 
remain  confidential.  Therefore,  institutions  were  asked  to  provide  home  addresses,  if 
possible,  while  recognizing  that  some  institutions  have  institutional  policies  prohibiting  the 
release  of  this  information.  Home  addresses  were  used  to  mail  questionnaires  and  to  follow- 
up  with  nonrespondents  to  the  faculty  survey. 


Institutional  Coordinators— the  institution  staff  who  agreed  to  provide  the  sample  lists  and 
work  with  NORC  to  implement  the  survey— were  enlisted  to  prompt  nonresponding  faculty 
for  the  return  of  their  questionnaires.  The  role  of  coordinators  was  crucial  given  the 
necessity  of  extending  the  field  period  into  the  summer  of  1993,  particularly  since  many 
institutions  were  unable  to  provide  home  telephone  numbers.  The  names  of  sampled  faculty 
were  released  only  to  those  coordinators  who  signed  the  NCES  Affidavit  of  Nondisclosure 
and  had  it  notarized.  Under  penalty  of  fines  and  imprisonment,  the  affidavit  affirms  that  the 
signatory  will  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  any  information  released  which  identifies 
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individual  respondents.  Again,  the  field  test  demonstrated  that  two-thirds  of  the  Institutional 
Coordinators  were  willing  to  sign  the  affidavit,  enabling  them  to  prompt  faculty. 

To  facilitate  processing  and  quality  control  of  the  lists,  both  hardcopy  and  machine-readable 
(tape  or  floppy  diskette)  versions  of  the  list  were  requested.  To  standardize  list  formats  as 
much  as  possible,  the  institution  was  given  detailed  specifications  for  producing  machine- 
readable  faculty  lists. 

• Employee  ID  numbers  were  requested  from  the  institution  to  facilitate  quality  control  of  the 
lists  (e  g.,  checking  for  duplicate  faculty  entries)  and  locating  efforts.  Again,  institutions  with 
provisions  against  the  release  of  such  data  were  assured  they  could  omit  it. 

Other  forms  and  informational  materials  were  provided  to  assist  institutions  in  preparing 
lists  in  a workable,  easy-to-read  format.  These  included  instructions  for  formatting  the 
machine-readable  versions  of  the  lists,  and  forms  to  document  the  format  of  the  lists  and  to 
provide  the  names,  titles,  and  telephone  numbers  of  individuals  involved  in  preparing  the 
lists.  The  number  of  documents  in  the  packet  was  reduced  from  eight  in  the  field  test,  to  six 
in  the  full-scale  study  to  streamline  the  process  of  compliance  for  the  institution. 

Supplementary  information  was  requested  in  order  to  help  the  list  processing  staff  interpret 
the  lists  and,  if  necessary,  institution  staff  were  recontacted  for  clarification  of  discrepancies. 
Course  catalogs  and  faculty  directories  were  also  requested.  The  course  catalog  was 
requested  separately,  from  the  Director  of  Admissions,  to  minimize  burden  to  the 
Institutional  Coordinator. 

4.1  0MB  Clearance  and  Mail  Procedures 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Education  Information  Management  Compliance  Division/Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  (0MB)  list  collection  clearance  package  for  the  full  scale  study  was  submitted  to  0MB  on 
September  4,  1992,  with  a request  for  expedited  review.  On  September  14,  1992,  an  amendment  to  the  list 
collection  0MB  package  was  submitted,  providing  an  analysis  of  the  discrepancies  in  field  test  faculty 
counts.  A second  amendment  described  the  sampling  requirements  for  the  study  and  the  NEH  and  NSF 
sample  augmentation.  0MB  clearance  of  the  list  collection  process  was  given  on  October  5,  1992. 

The  initial  mailing  to  sampled  institutions  was  conducted  on  October  7,  1 992.  The  mailing  was  directed  to  ^ 
the  institution  s Chief  Administrative  Officer  (CAO).  In  this  first  mailing,  the  CAO  was  asked  to  designate 
two  individuals,  an  Institutional  Coordinator  to  act  as  a liaison  to  the  project  and  to  assume  responsibility  for 
preparing  the  faculty  list;  and  an  institution  respondent,  who  would  be  responsible  for  completing  the 
institution  questionnaire.  Copies  of  all  institutional  contacting  materials  appear  in  Appendix  K. 

The  initial  mailing  contained  the  following  materials: 

Cover  letter.  The  cover  letter  was  printed  on  NCES  letterhead  and  signed  by  Emerson  J.  Elliott, 
then  Commissioner  of  NCES.  It  explained  the  purpose  of  the  study,  detailed  NCES’  confidentiality 
laws  and  protections,  requested  the  CAO  ’s  participation,  and  provided  an  estimate  of  institutional 
burden.  It  asked  the  CAO  to  return  the  enclosed  confirmation  form  within  five  days.  It  also 

encouraged  the  CAO  to  call  the  Project  Director  at  a toll-free  number  with  any  questions  or  concerns 
about  the  study. 
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Confirmation  form.  The  three-ply  confirmation  form  asked  the  CAO  to  provide  the  name,  title, 
institutional  address,  and  telephone  number  of  the  administrative  officials  designated  as  the 
Institutional  Coordinator  and  as  the  institution  respondent.  The  form  noted  that  the  same  person 
could  be  designated  to  perform  both  roles.  Fewer  than  one-half  (44.2  percent)  of  the  Institutional 
Coordinators  in  the  full-scale  study  were  also  named  as  institution  respondents.  The  Institutional 
Coordinator  was  often  an  academic  officer,  provost,  dean,  institutional  researcher,  personnel 
manager,  or  budget  officer. 

NSOPF-93  informational  brochure.  The  brochure  explained  the  purpose  and  content  of  the  study 
and  listed  key  findings  from  the  1988  study. 

Institution  folder.  This  was  to  be  forwarded  by  the  CAO  to  the  individual  designated  as  the 
Institutional  Coordinator.  It  contained  a cover  letter  to  the  Institutional  Coordinator,  similar  in 
content  to  the  letter  directed  to  the  CAO  (the  major  difference  was  that  the  letter  presumed  that  the 
CAO  had  agreed  to  participate  in  the  study).  The  folder  also  contained  instructions  for  preparing  the 
faculty  list.  These  included  concise  definitions  of  personnel  to  be  included  in  and  excluded  from  the 
lists.  Unlike  the  1988  study,  which  required  institutions  to  screen  out  faculty  with  no  instructional 
responsibilities,  NSOPF-93  requested  a list  of  all  faculty  and  other  instructional  personnel  for  the 
academic  term  including  October  15,  1992.  The  following  information  was  requested  for  each 
faculty  member  on  the  list:  full  name,  department/program  (or  equivalent),  teaching  discipline, 
campus  mailing  address  and  telephone  number,  employment  status  (full-  or  part-time),  and 
demographic  and  stratification  variables  (race/ethnicity,  gender).  To  facilitate  contacting  and 
locating  activities,  home  addresses,  telephone  numbers,  and  employee  IDs  were  also  requested,  in 
addition  to  an  up-to-date  faculty  directory.  A deadline  of  October  30,  1992  was  given  for  return  of 
the  faculty  list. 

The  packet  to  the  Institutional  Coordinator  also  included  a checklist  to  be  used  by  the  CAO  or  Institutional 
Coordinator  to  ensure  that  all  of  the  information,  documents,  and  forms  requested  were  included  in  the  return 
envelope.  Finally,  the  folder  contained  two  prepaid  business  reply  envelopes  for  the  return  of  the 
confirmation  form,  faculty  list,  and  supplementary  materials,  and  an  NCES  Affidavit  of  Nondisclosure,  which 
the  Institutional  Coordinator  was  instructed  to  sign  and  have  notarized,  affirming  that  he  or  she  would  not 
divulge  the  names  and  identifying  information  of  faculty  respondents  released  to  him  or  her. 

The  contractor’s  fax  number  was  provided  on  the  cover  letter  and  all  other  materials  directed  to  the  CAO  and 
coordinator  in  order  to  allow  institutions  to  expedite  the  return  of  certain  materials.  Because  fax  legibility 
varies,  institutions  who  faxed  materials  were  also  encouraged  to  mail  the  original  hardcopy. 

A toll-free  NSOPF-93  telephone  number  was  prominently  displayed  on  all  forms  and  informational  materials 
to  ensure  that  institution  staff  had  timely  access  to  project  staff  to  answer  questions  and  resolve  problems 
encountered  in  preparing  the  lists.  Incoming  calls  were  handled  by  the  project’s  Task  Coordinator,  and 
forwarded  to  the  Project  Director  when  necessary.  During  the  list  collection  process,  679  calls  were  received. 
Questions  were  asked  about  the  instructions  and  problems  encountered  in  preparing  the  lists,  including  staff 
shortages,  scheduling  problems,  and  difficulties  in  providing  all  the  requested  faculty  information. 

4.1.1  Initial  Mailout  and  Remailings 

All  789  initial  recruitment  packets  were  sent  via  first-class  mail  on  October  7,  1992.  None  of  the  list 
collection  packages  were  returned  as  undeliverable;  however,  465  of  the  974  institutions  (48  percent)  in  the 
total  sample  requested  a remail  of  the  initial  packet  of  CAO  materials.  In  some  instances,  remails  were 
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requested  because  of  a change  in  CAO  or  a minor  address  correction;  for  the  most  part,  however,  the  remails 
were  necessary  because  the  mail  intended  for  the  CAO  was  frequently  routed  to  other  institution  staff  and, 
therefore,  never  received  by  the  CAO.  To  minimize  further  delays,  all  remails  were  sent  by  two-day  priority 
mail,  and  directed  whenever  possible  to  the  Institutional  Coordinator  (if  identified  at  the  time  of  the  remail 
request)  or  to  the  attention  of  a gatekeeper  or  other  institutional  contact. 

Concurrently  with  the  mailouts  to  the  CAO,  postcards  requesting  course  catalogs  were  mailed  to  the  Office  of 
Admissions  at  each  institution.  In  a small  number  of  instances,  institutions  requested  payment  for  mailing  a 
course  catalog.  Whenever  it  was  requested,  a payment  (generally  less  than  $5)  was  mailed  to  these 
institutions.  Information  on  the  number  of  institutions  submitting  catalogs  is  found  in  section  4.4. 

4.1.2  Mail  Follow-up  Procedures 

About  two  weeks  after  the  initial  mail-out,  a follow-up  postcard  was  sent  to  all  CAOs,  thanking  them  for 
their  cooperation  if  they  had  already  returned  the  Confirmation  Form,  or  if  they  had  not  returned  the  form, 
urging  them  to  fax  or  mail  the  form  by  the  deadline.  Once  again,  they  were  encouraged  to  call  the  NSOPF-93 
toll-free  number  with  any  questions  or  concerns. 

On  January  4,  1993,  a follow-up  packet  was  sent  via  two-day  priority  mail  to  the  CAOs  of  approximately 
250  nonresponding  institutions,  containing  a letter  signed  by  the  Project  Director  reiterating  the  importance  of 
the  study,  and  an  additional  Confirmation  Form.  It  asked  once  again  that  the  CAO  return  the  Confirmation 
Form,  and  call  the  Project  Director  at  the  toll-free  number  with  any  questions  or  concerns. 

4.1.3  Mailouts  to  Supplemental  Sample 

Twenty-six  institutions  were  finalized  as  refusals  and  replaced  in  the  sample  prior  to  March  1,  1993.  An 
initial  mailout  to  seven  replacement  institutions  was  done  on  December  1,  1992  and  19  replacement 
institutions  were  mailed  packets  on  January  22,  1993.  On  March  9,  1993,  159  additional  institutions  were 
selected  to  ensure  an  adequate  sample  of  institutions  across  strata,  given  an  anticipated  non-participation  rate 
of  up  to  20  percent.  An  initial  mailing  to  these  institutions  was  conducted  on  March  10,  1993.  All  mailouts 
to  supplemental  institutions  were  sent  by  two-day  priority  mail.  Telephone  follow-up  for  supplemental 
institutions  took  place  one  week  after  the  initial  mailing  to  speed  response  time. 

4.2  Telephone  Follow-up  Procedures 

Telephone  follow-up  was  coordinated  with  mail  follow-up  to  minimize  unnecessary  calls  to  the  CAOs  and 
coordinators.  The  starting  date  for  telephone  follow-up  was  November  9,  1992,  approximately  one  week 
after  the  follow-up  postcards  to  the  CAO  were  mailed.  Full-scale  telephone  follow-up  continued  through 
June  1,  1993,  at  which  time  the  follow-up  effort  focused  on  institutions  in  under-represented  strata. 

Telephone  follow-up  efforts  concluded  on  June  25,  1993. 

4.2.1  Selection  and  Training  of  Prompters 

Prompters  were  selected  for  the  CAO  prompting  effort  on  the  basis  of  their  telephone  skills  and  ability  to 
work  with  a professional  population.  A training  manual  was  developed  by  project  staff  that  contained  an 
overview  of  the  project,  and  scripts  for  communicating  with  CAOs,  coordinators,  gatekeepers,  and  other 
institutional  staff.  A five-hour  training  was  conducted  on  November  9,  1992. 
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4.2.2  Initial  Telephone  Contact  and  Follow-up 

Telephone  prompting  of  approximately  635  institutions  commenced  on  November  8,  1992,  two  weeks  after 
the  prompting  postcard  had  been  mailed.  The  prompting  effort  concentrated  on  nonresponding  institutions  as 
well  as  those  who  had  agreed  to  participate  but  for  whom  a faculty  list  had  not  been  received.  The  general 
purpose  of  this  first  telephone  contact  was  to  confirm  receipt  of  the  recruitment  and  list  collection  packet  and 
to  urge  the  institution’s  CAO  to  comply  promptly  with  NCES’  request.  Prompters  were  trained  to  do  the 
following: 

• Confirm  receipt  of  the  recruitment  packet 

• Introduce  the  CAO  to  NSOPF-93  and  to  the  contractor’s  role 

• Answer  any  questions  about  NSOPF-93,  the  confidentiality  provisions,  and  related  questions 
about  the  study 

• Obtain  institutional  cooperation  and  request  the  names  of  the  Institutional  Coordinator  and 
institution  respondent  for  the  institution  questionnaire 

Avert  potential  refusals 

• Establish  an  expected  date  for  the  return  of  the  Confirmation  Form  or  complete  the  form 
over  the  telephone 

• Identify  any  institutional  restrictions  or  problems  that  could  hinder  timely  compliance  with 
the  request  for  faculty  lists 

• Remind  institutional  staff  to  follow  the  instructions  for  compiling  the  faculty  lists  and 
reviewing  the  checklist  in  completing  the  return  envelope 

• Request  the  supplementary  information  (e.g.,  institution  catalog  or  bulletin,  staff  directory) 

• Prompt  the  Institutional  Coordinator  for  completion  of  the  list  of  faculty  (i.e.,  if  the  packet 
had  been  forwarded  to  him  or  her  by  the  CAO) 

If  an  institution  had  not  yet  received  the  recruitment  packet,  the  prompter  noted  any  necessary  address 
corrections  and  submitted  a request  for  remailing.  Requests  for  remails  were  usually  processed  on  the  same 
day  they  were  received. 

4.2.3  Additional  Telephone  Follow-up  for  Nonresponse 

Follow-up  of  nonresponding  institutions  was  resumed  once  the  expected  date  for  receipt  of  the  institution’s 
materials  had  passed.  During  this  call,  the  telephone  prompter  once  again  prompted  for  the  return  of 
materials  (or  offered  to  collect  the  Institutional  Coordinator  and  institution  respondent  names  over  the 
telephone),  attempted  to  establish  an  anticipated  date  for  receipt  of  the  materials,  and  answered  questions. 
Prompters  were  trained  to  identify  and  avert  “hidden”  refusals  (i.e.,  CAOs  who  verbally  agreed  to  comply 
with  the  request,  but  who  in  fact  had  no  intention  of  doing  so)  and  to  document  explicit  refusals  for 
conversion  efforts. 
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4.2.4  Refusals  and  Problem  Cases 

Initial  refusals  were  reviewed  by  the  Task  Coordinator,  who  called  refusing  institutions,  forwarded  them  to 
another  supervisor,  prompter,  or  senior  staff,  or  in  some  instances,  to  the  NCES  Project  Officer.  The  most 
often  cited  reasons  for  refusing  to  participate  include  multiple  survey  requests,  fiscal  constraints,  and 
decreases  in  staff.  The  overall  conversion  rate,  if  all  nonresponding  institutions  are  considered  as  final 
refusals,  was  42  percent;  103  refusals  were  successfully  converted  for  an  overall  participation  rate  of  85 
percent. 

When  necessary,  special  arrangements  were  made  with  individual  institutions  to  enlist  their  participation.  For 
example,  nine  institutions  agreed  to  participate  only  if  the  institution  released  faculty  information  by  an 
identifying  number  only,  rather  than  releasing  the  names  of  sampled  faculty.  In  these  instances,  the 
institution  was  responsible  for  mailing  questionnaires  and  conducting  follow-up  with  faculty. 

4.2.5  Telephone  Follow-up  of  List  Discrepancies/Retrieval 

Upon  receipt,  each  list  of  faculty  was  reviewed  for  completeness  and  adequacy.  Although  almost  70  percent 
of  the  faculty  lists  were  submitted  in  electronic  form  (see  Exhibit  4-3),  intensive  effort  was  still  required  to 
correct  problems  in  the  electronic  lists  before  they  could  be  processed  and  sampled.  The  most  prevalent 
problems  were  lists  that  could  not  be  read  or  were  incorrectly  formatted.  Other  serious  obstacles  to  sampling 
were  lists  that  were  missing  key  sampling  data,  appeared  with  incorrect  information,  or  contained  faculty 
names  more  than  once.  Programming  staff  were  needed  to  create  utilities  to  deal  with  the  most  frequently 
occurring  problems,  and  to  assist  in  reading,  evaluating,  and  de-duplicating  machine-readable  lists.  If 
sampling  or  address  information  was  missing  from  the  lists,  sampling  staff  consulted  the  course  catalog,  if 
available,  or  any  other  material  sent  by  the  institution  to  attempt  to  retrieve  the  information  before  calling  the 
institution.  However,  approximately  10  percent  of  the  institutions  had  to  be  recontacted  to  resolve  errors  in 
their  faculty  lists. 

Once  the  faculty  lists  were  processed,  and  prior  to  sampling,  they  were  reviewed  to  compare  the  faculty  totals 
from  the  list  supplied  by  the  institution  with  numbers  of  faculty  from  IPEDS  data.  The  lists  were  initially 
subjected  to  a rigorous  review;  institutions  whose  list  counts  were  discrepant  by  more  than  five  percent  were 
called  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  reconcile  the  numbers.  However,  after  7 1 institutions  were  contacted,  only 
15  percent  of  these  calls  were  effective  in  reducing  the  difference  between  institution  and  IPEDS  counts.' 

Even  then,  discrepancies  could  not  be  resolved  altogether.  Due  to  the  ineffectiveness  of  these  calls,  and  the 
increase  in  list  processing  time  needed  to  wait  for  institution  personnel  to  resolve  these  problems,  further 
review  was  made  more  lenient.  List  counts  were  compared  with  IPEDS  numbers  and  only  very  gross  and 
obvious  errors  were  resolved,  such  as  full-time  and  part-time  staff  being  lumped  together  as  full-time,  part- 
time  staff  being  omitted  completely,  or  full-time  and  part-time  counts  being  reversed.  Sampling  staff 
forwarded  systematic  discrepancies  clearly  requiring  explanation  or  correction  to  telephone  staff.  Two 
prompters  were  trained  expressly  to  handle  recontacting  institution  staff  to  retrieve  missing  information  and 
resolve  list  discrepancies. 

4.3  Revised  Data  Collection  Plan 

An  overall  institutional  participation  rate  of  85  percent  for  list  collection  was  achieved  for  NSOPF-93.  The 
overall  participation  rate  dropped  from  89  percent  in  the  NSOPF-93  field  test  (and  94  percent  in  the  1988 
NSOPF  study).  The  recruitment  effort  required  almost  34  weeks  to  complete— almost  6 weeks  longer  than  in 
the  field  test.  The  longer  field  period  can  be  partly  accounted  for  by  the  interruption  of  winter  break — no 
follow-up  was  conducted  for  two  weeks  between  December  23,  1992  and  January  7,  1993.  More  significant. 
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however,  was  the  continuation  of  a trend  that  was  evident  in  the  field  test  results:  compared  to  1988, 
institutions  were  simply  taking  longer  to  prepare  faculty  lists,  and  were  initially  more  resistant  to 
participating  in  large-scale  research  projects.  Prominent  among  the  factors  causing  this  were: 

Survey  saturation.  A wide  array  of  studies  compete  for  the  attention  of  already  overburdened 
institution  staff.  (This  is  particularly  true  of  large  institutions,  which  have  a higher  probability  of 
being  selected  into  national  samples.)  Some  institution  personnel  complained  that  they  were  being 
asked  to  participate  in  “too  many  surveys.”  Others  required  assurance  that  NSOPF-93  did  not 
duplicate  other  studies,  and  did  not  burden  faculty  unnecessarily. 

Fiscal  constraints.  NSOPF-93  went  into  the  field  at  a time  when  many  institutions  were 
experiencing  severe  financial  constraints  and  downsizing.  As  a result,  a large  proportion  of  the 
institutional  representatives  complained  that,  because  of  downsizing  or  other  fiscal  constraints,  there 
were  no  staff  available  to  process  the  NSOPF  request  on  time.  They  typically  reported  that  they  were 
already  overburdened  with  their  own  work  and  that  external  requests  would  not  receive  priority. 

Uncertain  faculty/administration  relations.  As  a result  of  the  fiscal  constraints  cited  above,  some 
institutions  had  asked  faculty  to  perform  more  work — sometimes  at  less  pay.  Many  of  these 
institutions  had  expressed  concern  that  requesting  faculty  participation  in  a study  at  a time  when 
many  faculty  were  overworked  would  strain  relations  between  faculty  and  administration. 
Ameliorating  this  concern,  particularly  at  larger  institutions,  was  the  fact  that  NSOPF-93  only 
sampled  an  average  of  41.5  faculty  at  each  institution. 

Difficulties  in  compiling  lists  of  part-time  faculty.  Despite  increasing  reliance  on  part-time  faculty 
at  many  institutions,  readily  accessible  files  of  part-time  and  temporary  faculty  and  instructional  staff 
do  not  exist  at  many  institutions.  At  some  institutions,  these  faculty  are  listed  only  in  personnel  files 
where  they  are  not  easily  distinguishable  from  other  kinds  of  institutional  staff  Many  institutions 
required  additional  time  to  compile  this  data;  others  were  simply  unwilling  or  unable  to  commit  staff 
time  and  resources  to  this  effort. 

Additional  information  requested.  As  indicated  earlier,  NSOPF-93  requested  more  detailed 
information  about  each  faculty  member,  including  home  telephone  number  and  address,  and 
employee  IDs  along  with  a machine-readable  version  of  the  faculty  list.  This  information  proved 
vital  to  the  success  of  the  faculty  component  of  the  study.  For  institutions  unable  to  provide  such 
information  easily,  however,  these  requests  often  slowed  response  time  for  providing  a faculty  list.  In 
addition,  requests  for  identilying  information,  such  as  home  addresses  and  employee  IDs,  sometimes 
had  to  be  cleared  through  legal  departments,  or  occasionally,  voted  on  by  a faculty  senate.  These 
institutions  were  concerned  not  merely  about  applicable  federal  law,  but  also  about  a growing 
number  of  state  and  local  regulations,  as  well  as  the  individual  institution’s  own  policies  and 
agreements  with  faculty.  Institutions  were  assured  that  lists  would  be  accepted  without  data  items 
whose  release  was  prohibited  by  institutional  policy;  however,  the  decision-making  process  at  each 
institution  about  whether  to  include  such  items  sometimes  considerably  delayed  receipt  of  the  list. 

To  adjust  for  the  slow  rate  of  participation,  a total  supplemental  sample  of  185  institutions  was  drawn  to 
replace  and  supplement  institutions  whose  characteristics  were  comparable  to  those  of  non-participating 
institutions. 

Telephone  staff  continued  follow-up  and  refusal  conversion  activities  with  institutions  in  the  original  sample, 
while,  at  the  same  time,'  recruiting  institutions  in  the  supplemental  sample  with  the  goal  of  obtaining  a 
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representative  sample  across  all  strata.  The  progress  of  list  collection  efforts  across  strata  was  monitored  on  a 
weekly  basis.  Based  on  this  review  of  participating  institutions’  data  collection,  staff  were  able  to  focus  their 
efforts  on  under-represented  strata.  On  April  6,  1993,  a revised  data  collection  plan  was  submitted  to  NCES, 
which  included  the  addition  of  the  supplemental  sample,  and  which  extended  the  deadline  for  participation  to 
June  11,  1993.  The  deadline  was  later  extended  to  June  25,  1993  to  allow  additional  time  to  recruit 
“certainty”  institutions. 

4.4  Results  of  Institution  Recruitment 

As  shown  in  Exhibit  4-1,  faculty  lists  were  collected  from  817  institutions,  an  overall  participation  rate  of  85 
percent.^^  However,  the  data  collection  period  was  significantly  longer  than  in  the  1992  field  test. and  the 
1988  study.  Exhibit  4-2  provides  faculty  list  collection  rates  by  type  of  institution. 


Exhibit  4-1:  Institutional  participation  rates  for  NSOPF  cycles 


NSOPF  cycle 

Institutional 

sample 

Number 

participating 

Participation 
rate  (percent) 

Length  of  effort 

1 987  field  test 

103 

94 

91 

9 weeks® 

1 988  main  study 

480 

449 

94 

24  weeks 

1 992  field  test 

Core 

54 

50 

93 

28  weeks 

Revised  core 

54 

53 

98 

16  weeks 

Augmentation 

82 

71 

87 

28  weeks 

Combined 

136 

121 

89 

28  weeks  : 

1 993  main  study 

Initial  eligible  sample 

780 

663 

85 

34  weeks 

Supplemental  eligible  sample 

182 

154 

85 

16-24  weeks*’ 

Combined  eligible  sample‘s 

962 

817 

85 

34  weeks 

Does  not  include  time  expended  by  NCES  staff  in  recruiting  institutions  before  this  task  was  transferred  to  the 
previous  contractor. 

Range  includes  institutions  drawn  on  a flow  basis. 

The  number  of  eligible  institutions  in  Pool  1 (the  initial  sample),  plus  the  number  of  eligible  institutions 
selected  from  Pool  2,  Twelve  institutions  (nine  in  the  initial  sample  and  three  in  the  supplemental  sample) 
were  deemed  ineligible  for  the  NSOPF- 93  main  study. 


^^Of  the  974  institutions  in  the  total  sample,  1 2 were  found  to  be  ineligible  during  the  list  collection  process, 
reducing  the  eligible  sample  to  962. 
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Exhibit  4-2:  NSOPF-93  institution  participation  rates  by  type  of  institution 


Institution  type 

CONTROL 

Public 

Private 

Total 

Total 

Participating 

(percent) 

Total 

Participating 

(percent) 

Total 

Participating 

(percent) 

Research 

. 71 

66  (93.0) 

33 

30  (90.9) 

104 

96  (92.3) 

other  Ph.D.  granting 

63 

56  (88.9) 

46 

40  (87.0) 

109 

96  (88.1) 

Comprehensive 

159 

141  (88.7) 

82 

67  (81.7) 

241 

208  (86.3) 

Liberal  Arts 

3 

3 (100) 

68 

57  (83.8) 

71 

60  (84.5) 

Medical 

25 

21  (84.0) 

10 

10  (100.0) 

35 

31  (88.6) 

Religious 

0 

0 

18 

14  (77.8) 

18 

14  (77.8) 

Two-year 

317 

258  (81.4) 

10 

8 (80.0) 

327 

266  (81.3) 

Other 

7 

6 (85.7) 

24 

18  (75.0) 

31 

24  (77.4) 

Unknown 

19 

17  (89.5) 

7 

5 (71.4) 

26 

22  (84.6) 

Total 

664 

568  (85.5) 

298 

249  (83.6) 

962 

817  (84.9) 

Although  emphasis  was  placed  on  collecting  faculty  lists  from  institutions,  Exhibit  4-3  provides  information 
on  the  collection  of  other  requested  materials,  such  as  course  catalogs  and  faculty  directories.  Of  the  8 1 7 
institutions  participating  in  NSOPF-93,  83  percent  also  submitted  a confirmation  form.  While  75  percent  of 
these  institutions  provided  a course  catalog  as  requested,  only  33  percent  sent  a faculty  directory.  Exhibit  4-3 
also  shows  the  types  of  faculty  lists  provided.  The  majority  (67  percent)  of  the  lists  were  in  some  type  of 
electronic  format. 


Exhibit  4-3:  Items  provided  by  participating  institutions 


Item 

Number  of  participating 

Percent  of  817 

institutions  providing  item 

participating  institutions 

Confirmation  forms 

679 

83.1 

Signed  affidavits 

549 

67.2 

Course  catalog 

611 

74.8 

Staff  directory 

273 

33.4 

Faculty  lists  provided  as: 

Hardcopy 

263 

32.2 

Diskette 

31 

3.8 

Tape 

8 

1.0 

Combination  hardcopy  & electronic 

510 

62.4 

Other 

5 

0.6 

15 
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Exhibit  4-4  examines  the  content  of  the  faculty  lists  provided.  The  list  preparation  instructions  (see 
Appendix  K)  asked  the  institution  to  supply  several  types  of  data  concerning  their  faculty:  sampling 
information,  such  as  full-or  part-time  status,  discipline,  gender,,  and  race/ethnicity;  and  locating  information, 
such  as  campus  address,  home  address,  and  employee  ID. 


Exhibit  4-4:  NSOPF-93  faculty  list  content 


Number  of  participating 

Percent  of  817 

Data  item 

institutions  providing  data 

participating  institutions 

Sampling  information: 

Gender 

731 

89.5 

Race/etlinicity 

608 

74.4 

Discipline 

717 

87.8 

Full/part-time  status 

718 

87.8 

Locating  information: 

Home  address 

512 

62.7 

Campus  address 

734 

89.8 

Employee  ID 

437 

53.5 

O 
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5.  Data  Collection  Procedures  and  Implementation 

5.1  Overview 

Institutions  were  recruited  for  NSOPF-93  from  an  initial  sample  of  974  postsecondary  institutions.  (See 
Chapter  3 for  a discussion  of  sample  selection  and  eligibility.  See  Chapter  4 for  a discussion  of  the 
recruitment  process  and  results.)  Of  these  974  institutions,  962  were  eligible  and  8 1 7 agreed  to  participate  in 
the  study  by  supplying  a list  of  their  faculty.  The  NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire  collected  data  from  a 
sample  of  full-  and  part-time  faculty,  both  instructional  and  non-instructional,  and  other  staff  with 
instructional  duties  at  participating  institutions.  The  final  sample  of  faculty  was  3 1,354  (the  original  sample 
of  33,354  less  the  subsample  of  2,000)  drawn  from  lists  supplied  by  the  817  participating  institutions.  The 
NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  collected  data  from  eligible  institutions.  The  institution  sample 
consisted  of  the  817  institutions  who  supplied  faculty  lists  .and  145  who  did  not  provide  lists.  Exhibit  5-1 
contains  the  final  schedule  for  all  three  NSOPF-93  study  components;  list  collection,  faculty  questionnaires 
and  institution  questionnaires. 

A supplemental  memorandum  describing  changes  to  the  faculty  questionnaire  was  submitted  to  0MB  on 
December  18,  1992  and  0MB  approval  was  received  on  January  7,  1993.  A multi-modal  data  collection 
design  was  approved.  This  involved  a mailed,  self-administered  questionnaire,  followed  by  mail  and 
telephone  prompting,  and  supplemented  by  computer-assisted  telephone  interviewing  (CATI)  for 
nonresponding  faculty.  The  self-administered  faculty  questionnaire  took  about  45  minutes  on  average  to 
complete.  A commercial  software  package  called  AutoQuest  was  used  to  program  the  CATI  version,  which 
involved  minor  wording  and  format  changes  to  the  self-administered  instrument  in  order  to  facilitate 
interviewing  by  telephone.  The  CATI  version  also  took  about  45  minutes  to  complete. 

A supplemental  memorandum  describing  changes  to  the  institution  questionnaire,  along  with  respondent 
cover  letters,  was  submitted  to  0MB  on  June  28,  1993  with  a request  for  expedited  approval.  0MB 
approval  was  received  on  July  30,  1 993.  Revisions  to  the  institution  questionnaire  were  finalized  in 
consultation  with  NCES  at  the  request  of  0MB.  The  NSOPF  institution  questionnaire  was  mailed  to 
institutional  representatives  at  all  962  eligible  institutions,  including  those  that  did  not  supply  a list  of  faculty 
for  the  study.  Data  were  collected  principally  by  self-administered  questionnaires,  although  a small  number 
of  cases  were  completed  with  interviewer  assistance. 

The  Chief  Administrative  Officer  (CAO)  of  each  institution  named  the  Institutional  Coordinator  as  institution 
respondent  for  the  institution  questionnaire  at  44.2  percent  of  the  sampled  institutions.  The  number  of 
institution  staff  required  to  complete  the  self-administered  institution  questionnaire  varied  from  a low  of  one 
to  a high  of  five,  with  an  average  of  slightly  fewer  than  two  respondents  (1.78)  per  institution.  Over  one-half 
(460)  of  the  institutions  had  a single  representative  complete  the  questionnaire;  over  one-quarter  (229)  were 
completed  by  two  respondents;  1 16  by  three  respondents;  47  by  fom  respondents;  and  20  by  five 
respondents. 

For  the  faculty  and  institution  questionnaires,  the  response  rate  is  defined  as  the  ratio  of  the  number  of 
completed  questionnaires  to  the  number  of  sample  units  minus  the  number  of  ineligible  units.  For  faculty,  the 
response  rate  is  calculated  as  25,780/(3 1,354  - 1,590  ineligibles)  = 86.6  percent  (84.4  percent,  weighted). 
The  response  rate  for  the  institution  questionnaire  is:  872/(974  - 12  ineligibles)  = 90.6  percent  (93.5 
percent,  weighted).  The  overall  faculty  response  rate  (institution  list  participation  multiplied  by  faculty 
questionnaire  response  rate)  was  73.5  percent,  and  70.4  percent,  weighted. 
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Exhibit  5-1;  Chronology  of  NSOPF-93  data  collection 


YEAR 

Institution 
List  Collection 

Faculty 

Questionnaire 

Institution 

Questionnaire 

1992 

October:  Recruitment  packets 
mailed  to  789  institutions 
November:  Telephone  follow- 
up begins 

1993 

January:  Follow-up  packets 
mailed 

March:  Recruitment  packets 
mailed  to  supplemental 
sample  of  1 85 

April:  Revised  data  collection  ‘ 
plan  submitted  to  NCES 
June:  Institution  list  collection 
completed 

January:  Wave  1 mailing 
February:  Wave  2 mailing 
March:  Wave  3 mailing 
April:  Wave  4 mailing 
April-December:  Telephone 
prompting  of  faculty 
May-December:  Follow-up 
conducted  by  Institutional 
Coordinator 

July:  Waves.  5 and  6 mailings 

November-December:  Faculty 
refusal  conversion,  use  of 
abbreviated  questionnaire 
November-December:  Follow-up 
with  specific  faculty  subgroups; 
faculty  questionnaire  data  retrieval 

September:  Institution 
quekionnaire  mailing 
October:  Second  institution 
questionnaire  mailing; 
Institution  questionnaire  data 
retrieval  begins 
November:  Telephone 
prompting  begins  for  non- 
responding institutions 

1994 

January:  Faculty  questionnmre 
data  retrieval  completed 

February:  Third  institution 
questionnaire  mailing 
February-March:^  Interviewer- 
assisted  data  collection 
May:  Institution  questionnaire 
data  collection  and  retrieval 
completed 

5.2  Faculty  Survey 


Faculty  data  were  collected  from  January  to  December,  1993  with  a two-month  hiatus  in  July  and  August.  At 
that  time  data  collection  was  temporarily  suspended  because  most  faculty  were  on  summer  break.  Because  of 
the  difficulty  in  reaching  faculty  during  the  summer  months,  no  telephone  follow-up  was  performed  during 
these  two  nionths.  Faculty  questionnaires  were  mailed  in  waves  as  faculty  lists  were  received  and  processed. 
Mailings  were  sent  to  the  home  address  of  the  respondent  whenever  it  was  provided  by  the  institution. 

5.2.1  Faculty  Mail  and  Telephone  Follow-up 

Mail  follow-up  included  reminder  postcards,  periodic  questionnaire  remails,  and  follow-up  targeted  to 
specific  populations,  including  research  faculty,  part-time  faculty,  faculty  who  initially  refused  to  participate, 
and  faculty  who  had  specific  concerns  (such  as  confidentiality).  All  initial  mailings  and  scheduled  follow-up 
mailings  were  sent  by  third  class  bulk  mail;  first  class  and  two-day  priority  mail  were  used  for  targeted 
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follow-up  mailings  to  ensure  that  mail  would  be  promptly  forwarded  to  faculty.  Appendix  L includes  copies 
of  initial  and  follow-up  letters  sent  to  faculty  sample  members. 

The  letter  which  accompanied  all  faculty  mailings  included  a toll-free  telephone  number  for  faculty  to  call  to 
ask  questions  about  the  survey.  Staff  were  available  to  monitor  this  number  during  normal  business  hours 
and  were  able  to  address  any  concerns  or  questions  that  faculty  had.  Any  messages  left  after  business  hours 
were  promptly  answered  the  next  day.  Approximately  4 percent  of  the  faculty  sample  calleid  the  toll-free 
number. 

Initial  telephone  calls  to  faculty  asked  for  prompt  return  of  the  self-administered  questionnaire  by  mail.  After 
the  second  prompting  call,  interviewers  were  trained  to  conduct  a telephone  interview.  Exhibit  5-2  displays 
the  schedule  for  both  the  mail  and  telephone  follow-up  efforts.  Note  that  only  percentages  of  faculty  in  each 
mailout  are  displayed,  as  the  initial  and  subsequent  mailings  were  sent  to  the  entire  faculty  sample  of  33,354. 
(Subsampling  of  the  faculty  sample  occurred  after  questionnaires  had  been  mailed.)  The  data  provided  are 
helpful  in  determining  the  approximate  proportion  of  faculty  needing  second  and  third  mailings  of  the  faculty 
questionnaire. 


Exhibit  5-2:  NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire  mail  and  telephone  schedule 
(dates  mailed  and  percent  of  original  sample  targeted) 


Mail  wave 

Initial 

Mailing 

(percent) 

Postcard 

prompt 

(percent) 

Second 

mailing 

(percent) 

Third 

mailing 

(percent) 

Telephone 

prompt 

(percent) 

One 

1/29/93 

2/19/93 

3/5/93 

3/26/93 

4/28/93 

(100) 

(100)' 

(87) 

(65) 

(50) 

Two 

2/26/93 

3/19/93 

4/2/93 

. 4/30/93 

5/15/93 

(100) 

(100) 

(88) 

(53) 

(44) 

Three 

3/26/93 

4/16/93 

4/30/93 

5/21/93 

6/4/93 

(100) 

(100) 

(89) 

(53) 

(43) 

Four 

4/23/93 

5/7/93 

5/21/93 

6/11/93 

6/18/93 

(100) 

(100) 

(87) 

(58) 

(40) 

Five 

7/2/93 

7/23/93 

8/6/93 

8/27/93 

9/10/93 

(100) 

(100) 

(90) 

(59) 

(58) 

Six 

7/23/93 

7/30/93 

8/13/93 

8/27/93 

9/10/93 

(100) 

(100) 

(100) 

(62) 

(57) 

For  Waves  2 through  6,  the  third  questionnaire  was  mailed  directly  only  to  nonresponding  faculty  with  home 
addresses.  Questionnaires  for  nonresponding  faculty  without  home  addresses  were  sent  to  the  Institutional 
Coordinator  (see  section  5.2.5). 


As  this  exhibit  shows,  an  increasingly  higher  percentage  of  faculty  required  second  and  third  mailings  for  the 
last  mailout  waves.  This  was  due,  in  part,  to  an  accelerated  follow-up  schedule  for  the  later  waves. 
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5.2.2  Faculty  Locating  and  Eligibility  Screening  Procedures 

Locating  of  faculty  was  performed  by  specially  trained  interviewers.  Locators  were  trained  to  follow  a 
protocol  for  each  respondent  for  which  no  productive  contact  was  made.  The  following  sources  of 
information  were  used  to  find  hard-to-reach  respondents: 

• name  of  the  institution  at  which  the  individual  was  employed  in  the  fall  of  1992 

• any  available  home  or  campus  address  or  telephone  numbers 

• faculty  member’s  department 

• employee  ID  (oftentimes  the  employee’s  social  security  number) 

Cases  selected  for  the  locating  staff  included  cases  to  locate  and  refusals,  as  well  as  any  respondent  who  had 
not  received  a successful  prompt  or  who  had  not  made  firm  arrangements  to  complete  a telephone  interview. 
The  locating  team  compiled  institution-by-institution  lists  of  pending  respondents.  The  folder  for  each 
institution  (including  course  catalogs,  faculty  directories,  lists  and  print-outs  of  locating  information)  was 
searched  for  any  helpful  information,  and  these  data  were  entered  onto  a hardcopy  call  record  for  each  faculty 
member.  Commercially  published  directories  of  faculty  were  also  searched  for  this  information.  Institutions 
which  did  not  supply  home  phone  numbers  were  prioritized  for  look-up.  Locators  were  then  instructed  to 
attempt  to  contact  sampled  faculty  using  any  of  the  available  addresses  or  telephone  numbers,  calling  the 
institution  directly,  calling  the  Institutional  Coordinator,  or  calling  the  appropriate  department  secretary  or 
chairperson. 

In  the  event  that  these  sources  were  not  helpful  in  locating  faculty,  alternate  sources  were  used,  such  as 
directory  assistance  and  the  state  department  of  motor  vehicles.  When  necessary,  the  locating  team 
performed  CBI/Trans  Union  searches  of  locating  information.  As  information  was  found  and  confirmed,  the 
case  was  forwarded  for  data  entry  and  placed  into  the  telephone  center  calling  queue.  Locators  were  trained  to 
conduct  telephone  interviews  (on  hardcopy)  with  respondents  they  located. 

In  order  to  concentrate  locating  efforts  on  eligible  faculty,  calls  were  initiated  to  institution  personnel  to 
confirm  eligibility  of  pending  faculty.  Institutions  with  large  numbers  of  pending  part-time  faculty  and 
institutions  likely  to  have  large  numbers  of  ineligibles  (medical  schools,  institutions  with  low  participation 
rates,  etc.)  were  prioritized.  All  interviewers  and  locating  staff  (including  data  entry  specialists)  received 
brief  training  in  determining  eligibility  and  were  provided  with  a job  aid  to  assist  them  in  assessing 
respondent  eligibility. 

Interviewers  were  supplied  with  a list  of  Institutional  Coordinators  and  the  status  of  each  institution’s 
Affidavit  of  Nondisclosure.  If  a signed  affidavit  was  currently  on  file  for  the  coordinator,  the  interviewer  was 
instructed  to  call  the  coordinator  directly  and  ask  for  the  eligibility  status,  the  current  employment  status,  and, 
if  possible,  additional  locating  information  (such  as  home  addresses  or  phone  numbers,  forwarding 
information,  etc.)  for  all  pending  faculty  listed  on  the  “look-up”  sheet  provided  by  the  locating  shop. 
Interviewers  could  only  request  information  fi*om  coordinators  who  had  signed  the  affidavit  and  had  it 
notarized.  If  no  affidavit  was  on  file,  the  interviewer  had  the  option  of  asking  for  completion  of  the  affidavit, 
or  contacting  personnel  or  payroll  for  further  information.  Contacts  to  institution  personnel  other  than  the 
coordinator  were  conducted  within  confidentiality  constraints.  To  protect  respondent  confidentiality, 
interviewers  were  not  allowed  to  identify  themselves  as  representing  NSOPF-93,  or  to  reveal  that  the  people 
they  were  asking  about  were  in  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  sample. 

Combined  institution  questionnaire  prompts  and  eligibility  calls.  To  maximize  efficiency  and  to 
minimize  the  number  of  calls  to  each  institution,  eligibility  calling  was  combined  with  the  institution 
questionnaire  prompt.  This  occurred  with  those  institutions  where  the  institution  respondent  was  the  same  as 
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the  Institutional  Coordinator,  and  an  institution  questionnaire  prompt  was  required.  Combined  calls 
continued  until  the  first  round  of  institution  questionnaire  prompting  was  completed  on  December  18,  1993: 

Eligibility  calls  to  institutions  with  low  faculty  participation  rates.  After  January  3,  1994  eligibility  calls 
were  resumed  only  to  those  75  institutions  with  a faculty  participation  rate  of  60  percent  or  less.  These  calls 
were  combined  with  institution  questionnaire  prompts  whenever  a prompt  to  the  institution  was  required. 
However,  all  institutions  with  a participation  rate  of  less  than  60  percent  were  contacted — not  merely  those 
for  whom  a prompt  was  required. 

5.2.3  Faculty  Refusal  Conversion 

During  November  and  December,  1993,  a number  of  new  strategies  were  employed.  A team  of  field  staff 
especially  skilled  in  working  with  refusals  and  hard-to-locate  cases,  and  with  experience  working  with 
institutions,  were  recruited  for  this  phase  of  the  data  collection  effort.  Call  histories  were  produced  for 
respondents  who  initially  refused  to  answer  the  siu^ey.  Refusals  were  reviewed,  grouped,  and  appropriate 
follow-up  strategies  and  supervisor  reinforcement  put  into  place  for  field  and  office  interviewers.  Special 
tools  were  designed  to  aid  in  refusal  conversion.  One  was  a fact  sheet  to  help  refusal  conversion  specialists 
answer  refusers’  specific  objections  to  participation  in  the  study.  Issues  on  which  the  fact  sheet  focused 
included  the  survey’s  confidentiality  and  purpose  and  concerns  of  particular  groups  of  faculty  (part-time 
faculty,  retired  faculty,  research  faculty,  faculty  at  religious  institutions  and  faculty  who  said  they  were  not 
typical  of  faculty  at  their  institution). 

Another  tool  that  aided  refusal  conversion  was  an  abbreviated  faculty  questionnaire  designed  for  use  in  a 
telephone  interview.  This  questionnaire  consisted  of  critical  items  and  other  items  selected  on  the  basis  of 
analytical  needs  where  NCES  required  unimputed  data  for  the  faculty  questionnaire.  The  abbreviated 
questionnaire  was  specifically  used  only  for  refusal  conversion.  It  was  not  designed  for  refusal  aversion. 
During  the  intensive  data  collection  period  of  November  11,  1993  and  December  31,  1993,  636  abbreviated 
questionnaires  were  completed  with  respondents  who  initially  refused  to  participate  in  the  NSOPF-93  faculty 
survey.  After  gaining  respondent  cooperation  in  answering  the  abbreviated  faculty  questionnaire,  refusal 
conversion  specialists  were  trained  to  ask  respondents  for  their  cooperation  in  completing  the  full 
questionnaire. 

For  purposes  of  data  entry  and  imputation,  completed  abbreviated  questionnaires  were  treated  like  all  other 
questionnaires.  Items  excluded  from  the  abbreviated  questionnaire  were  considered  missing  data.  A copy  of 
the  abbreviated  questionnaire  appears  in  Appendix  H. 

5.2.4  Follow-up  with  Specific  Subgroups  of  Faculty 

Throughout  the  follow-up  phase  of  the  data  collection  process,  special  attention  was  paid  to  increasing 
absolute  numbers  of  respondents  in  particular  faculty  subgroups;  for  black,  non-Hispanics;  Hispanics; 
Asian/Pacific  Islanders;  those  whose  race  was  imknown  (i.e.  missing  a racial  identification  on  the  faculty 
sampling  list);  research  institution  faculty;  and  part-time  faculty.  In  order  to  focus  on  the  research  target, 
case  lists  prioritizing  these  faculty  subgroups  were  provided  to  field  staff  and  to  phone  shop  staff  In 
addition,  a special  mailing  was  sent  in  November,  1993  to  the  following  subgroups  of  nonresponding  faculty: 
Wave  5 and  Wave  6 faculty;  and  Wave  1 through  Wave  4 faculty  in  medical  or  research  schools  and  two- 
year  colleges.  These  special  efforts,  particularly  those  taken  in  November  and  December,  1993,  increased 
response  rates  for  minority  and  part-time  faculty,  largely  because  of  an  increase  in  completed  cases  in  which 
race  or  part-time/full-time  status  was  initially  unknown. 
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5.2.5  Faculty  Follow-up  by  Institutional  Coordinators 

All  Institutional  Coordinators  who  had  signed  the  NCES’  Affidavit  of  Nondisclosure  and  had  it  notarized 
were  asked  to  carry  out  three  tasks  vis-a-vis  nonresponding  faculty.  Coordinators  who  did  not  supply  home 
addresses  for  their  faculty  were  asked  to  mail  the  third  questionnaire  packet  to  the  home  (or  summer)  address 
of  nonresponding  faculty.  The  questionnaire  packets  were  prepackaged  and  prestamped  in  advance,  so  that 
the  coordinator’s  task  was  limited  to  writing  in  the  faculty  member’s  address.  Coordinators  who  supplied 
home  addresses  were  given  a list  of  nonresponding  faculty  and  asked  to  prompt  them  for  the  return  of  their 
questionnaires.  Coordinators  were  also  asked  to  identify  faculty  who  were  listed  in  error  and  not  eligible  for 
the  study.  The  initial  mailout  of  these  materials,  for  institutions  in  faculty  mailout  Waves  1-4,  occurred  on 
May  7,  1993.  These  materials  were  mailed  in  August,  1993  for  institutions  in  all  faculty  mailout  waves. 
Appendix  N includes  a copy  of  the  letter  accompanying  the  packet  mailed  to  Institutional  Coordinators. 

To  assure  that  these  follow-up  requests  received  prompt  attention  from  coordinators,  telephone  prompting 
staff  contacted  each  coordinator’s  office  to  alert  them  to  the  packet  and  its  contents  and  to  answer  any 
questions  about  their  role.  Additional  contact  with  coordinators  to  confirm  eligibility  of  nonresponding 
faculty  continued  through  January,  1994. 

For  the  May  mailing,  out  of  439  coordinators,  131  were  asked  to  prompt  and  to  send  questionnaires  to  the 
homes  of  3,355  nonresponding  faculty.  The  other  308  coordinators  were  asked  only  to  prompt  7,475 
nonresponding  faculty. 

The  second  mailing  to  coordinators  occurred  prior  to  the  resumption  of  interviewer  follow-up.  Coordinators 
for  Waves  1-4  institutions  were  mailed  follow-up  packets  on  August  18-19,  1993;  the  coordinators  for 
Waves  5-6  received  similar  packets  on  August  23,  1993.  The  telephone  center  staff  contacted  coordinators  to 
notify  them  of  the  scheduled  mailout  and  to  request  their  assistance.  Telephone  notification  began  on  August 
11,  1993  and  was  completed  by  September  3,  1993.  Of  the  coordinators  who  received  packets,  109 
confirmed  either  by  telephone  or  in  writing  that  they  had  followed  up  with  nonresponding  faculty  at  their 
institutions.  Only  nine  coordinators  explicitly  refused  to  implement  the  request  for  help. 

5.2.6  Faculty  Telephone  Interviews 

Telephone  interviewing  was  conducted  using  a CATI  (computer-assisted  telephone  interviewing)  system. 
Telephone  prompting  and  interviewing  of  nonresponding  faculty  began  on  April  28,  1993  and  ended  on 
December  18,  1993,  with  a suspension  of  activities  in  the  months  of  July  and  August.  A total  of  4,995 
faculty,  or  19  percent  of  all  completed  cases,  completed  the  CATI  questionnaire.  The  CATI  version  of  the 
faculty  questionnaire  was  programmed  in  AutoQuest,  a commercially  available  software  package.  Telephone 
follow-up  activities  were  coordinated  with  mail  follow-up.  Cases  were  activated  for  telephone  follow-up  in 
waves,  according  to  their  initial  mailing  date  (see  Exhibit  5-3).  Interviewers  were  instructed  to  conduct  a 
CATI  interview  only  after  the  second  telephone  prompt,  but  were  given  greater  discretion  to  conduct  a 
telephone  interview  for  cases  mailed  late  in  the  field  period. 

5.2.7  Field  Interviewing  and  Locating 

Approximately  20  field  interviewers  who  were  qxpert  locators  and  refusal  converters  and  two  field  managers 
were  employed  during  November  and  December,  1993,  to  assist  with  the  end  of  the  data  collection  effort. 
Almost  1,200  temporary  refusal  and  unbeatable  cases  were  assigned  to  field  staff  Field  production  was 
monitored  daily,  and  regular  feedback  was  given  in  order  to  keep  production  levels  high.  Staffing  was 
reconfigured  and  adjusted  based  on  the  caseload  and  last  known  location  of  the  cases.  Field  staff  completed 
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approximately  500  questionnaires  with  faculty  as  telephone  interviews.  These  interviews  were  then  data- 
entered  using  the  data  entry  program  for  self-administered  questionnaires. 

5.2.8  Faculty  Data  Retrieval 

A subset  of  telephone  interviewers  were  trained  to  conduct  retrieval  of  missing  critical  information  from 
completed  faculty  se|f-administered  questionnaires.  Twenty-seven  percent  of  the  20,785  self-administered 
questionnaires  were  identified  for  retrieval  because  of  missing  data  in  one  or  more  of  the  critical  items. 
Respondents  were  called  and  asked  to  supply  the  missing  data  for  these  items.  In  approximately  84  percent 
of  the  cases,  respondents  were  able  to  provide  some  or  all  of  the  missing  information.  The  remaining  16 
percent  were  determined  to  be  complete  based  on  policy  decisions  reviewed  with  NCES.  All  faculty 
questionnaire  retrieval  activities  were  completed  on  January  29,  1994.  (Retrieval  is  discussed  further  in 
Chapter  6.  A list  of  faculty  questionnaire  critical  items  appears  in  Appendix  I.) 

5.3  Data  Collection  Results:  Faculty  Questionnaire 

Exhibits  5-3  through  5-6  provide  a summaiy  of  the  NSOPF-93  data  collection  results  for  the  faculty 
questionnaire.  These  exhibits  report  unweighted  response  rates. 

Exhibit  5-3  illustrates  the  faculty  response  rates  for  each  wave  of  questionnaires  by  initial  mailing  date.  As 
faculty  lists  were  received  and  processed,  and  faculty  were  sampled,  questionnaires  were  assembled  into  large 
batches  for  mailing.  The  initial  questionnaire  packets  were  followed  by  at  least  two  follow-up  questionnaire 
mailings.  Telephone  prompting  and  interviewing  followed  for  nonrespondents.  As  indicated,  the  response 
rates  varied  from  a high  of  90. 1 percent  for  Wave  1 to  a low  of  77.9  percent  for  Wave  6.  These  data  suggest 
that  faculty  who  received  their  questionnaires  early  in  the  field  period — usually  when  classes  were  still  in 
session — had  a greater  likelihood  of  responding  than  faculty  who  received  a later  mailing. 
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Exhibit  5-3;  Faculty  response  rates  by  initial  mailing  date 


Initial  mailing 
date  (by  wave) 

Eligible 

sample 

Completed 

questionnaires 

Total 

completed 

questionnaires 

Faculty 
response  rate 
(unweighted 
percent ) 

Self- 

administered 

Telephone 

interview 

1.  January  29, 1993 

9,691 

7,536 

1,193 

8,729 

90.1 

2.  February  26,  1 993 

6,635 

4,986 

899 

5,885 

88.7 

3.  March  27,  1993 

3,034 

2,160 

502 

2,662 

87.7 

4.  April  24,  1993 

3,337 

2,239 

590 

2,829 

84.8 

5.  July  2,  1993 

5,769 

3,229 

1,435 

4,664 

80.8 

6.  July  16, 1993 

1,298 

635 

376 

1,011 

77.9 

Total 

29,764 

20,785 

4,995 

25,780 

86.6 

Exhibit  5-4  illustrates  the  unweighted  response  rates  for  faculty  by  institution  level  and  control.  As  the 
exhibit  depicts,  faculty  at  private  two-year  institutions  returned  completed  questionnaires  at  the  highest  rate 
(90.3  percent,  compared  to  an  unweighted  average  response  rate  of  86.6  percent).  Faculty  at  private  four-year 
institutions  responded  to  the  faculty  questionnaire  at  the  lowest  rate.  Response  rates  for  faculty  at  private 
four-year  institutions  were  nearly  6 percentage  points  lower  than  those  of  faculty  at  private  two-year 
institutions.  Faculty  at  both  types  of  public  institutions  (two-year  and  four-year)  completed  questionnaires  at 
higher  rates  than  did  faculty  at  private  four-year  institutions.  But  response  rates  for  public  institution  faculty 
did  not  attain  the  level  that  faculty  at  private  two-year  institutions  attained  (response  rates  of  87.8  percent  and 
87.2  percent,  respectively,  compared  to  90.3  percent).  While  response  rates  at  private  institutions  varied 
widely  by  type  (two-year  or  four-year),  there  was  hardly  any  difference  in  response  rates  for  faculty  from 
different  types  of  public  institutions. 


Exhibit  5-4:  Faculty  response  rates  by  level  and  control  of  institution 


Level  and  control 
of  institution ♦ 

Total 

sample 

Sample 

Faculty  response 
rate  (unweighted 
percent) 

Eligible 

Complete 

Public  four-year 

11,494 

11,029 

9,682 

87.8 

Public  two-year 

10,525 

9,913 

8,646 

87.2 

Private  four-year 

8,982 

8,483 

7,146 

84.2 

Private  two-year 

353 

339 

306 

90.3 

Total 

31,354 

29,764 

25,780 

86.6 

♦The  “level  and  control”  classification  does  not  match  sampling  stratum  classification  (Exhibit  5-5)  because  institutions  sampled 
in  the  “unknown”  categories  in  NSOPF-93  were  reclassified  after  data  collection  was  complete. 
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Exliibit  5-5  displays  the  unweighted  faculty  response  rates  across  the  15  strata  used  for  sampling  institutions. 
Faculty  at  public  liberal  arts  schools  (with  a 96.7  percent  response  rate)  and  faculty  at  private  two-year 
institutions  (92.5  percent)  returned  questionnaires  at  the  highest  rates.  Faculty  at  private  medical  schools 
(73.5  percent)  and  faculty  at  other  private  schools  (72. 1 percent)  returned  questionnaires  at  considerably 
lower  rates  than  faculty  at  other  types  of  schools.  Twelve  of  the  15  strata  represented  pairs  of  institution 
types,  differing  only  by  their  public  or  private  status  (i.e.,  public  comprehensive  vs.  private  comprehensive; 
public  medical  vs.  private  medical).  In  five  of  the  six  pairs,  faculty  at  public  institutions  returned 
questionnaires  at  higher  rates.  The  gap  in  faculty  response  rates  between  public  institution  faculty  and 
private  institution  faculty  was  widest  (13.7  percentage  points)  in  the  paired  strata  for  “other”  institutions. 
Only  faculty  working  at  private  two-year  institutions  returned  questionnaires  at  higher  rates  (92.5  percent) 
than  their  colleagues  working  at  public  two-year  institutions  (87.3  percent).  The  difference  in  faculty 
response  rates  between  public  and  private  institutions  was  smallest  in  comprehensive  institutions  (a 
difference  of  1.6  percent)  and  in  “unknown”  institutions  (a  difference  of  1 .5  percent). 


Exhibit  5-5:  Faculty  response  rates  by  institution  sampling  stratum 


Institution 

Total 

Sample 

Faculty  response 

stratum 

sample 

Eligible 

Complete 

rate  (unweighted 
percent) 

Private  other  Ph.D. 

1,523 

1,422 

1,141 

80.2 

Public  comprehensive 

5,518 

5,308 

4,718 

88.9 

Private  comprehensive 

2,627 

2,510 

2,191 

87.3 

Public  liberal  arts 

91 

90 

87 

96.7 

Private  liberal  ails 

2,370 

2,281 

2,067 

90-6 

Public  medical 

800 

764 

633 

82.9 

Private  medical 

380 

321 

236 

73.5 

Private  religious 

317 

291 

244 

83.8 

Public  two-year 

9,955 

9,382 

8,187 

87.3 

Private  two-year 

276 

268 

248 

92.5 

Public  other 

232 

219 

188 

■ 85.8 

Private  other 

540 

509 

367 

72.1 

Public  unknown 

638 

597 

509 

85.3 

Private  unknown 

151 

136 

114 

83.8 

Research/public  other  Ph.D. 

5,936 

5,666 

4,850 

85.6 

Total 

31^54 

29,764 

25,780 

86.6 

Exliibit  5-6  reports  unweighted  faculty  response  rates  by  faculty  sampling  characteristics.  For  purposes  of 
this  table,  individual  characteristics  were  obtained  from  lists  provided  by  participating  institutions.  As 
indicated,  white,  non-Hispanic  faculty  had  the  highest  unweighted  response  rate  (89. 1 percent)  and  American 
Indian/Alaskan  Natives  the  lowest  (81.3  percent),  although  the  difference  between  these  groups  was  relatively 
small  only  8 percent.  Females  were  higher  responders  (88.5  percent)  than  males  (86.4  percent);  full-time 
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faculty  (88.8  percent)  were  more  likely  to  respond  than  part-time  (83.5  percent)  faculty.  The  unweighted 
response  rate  for  faculty  in  the  four  NEH-selected  disciplines  (4,2 1 6/4,86 1 or  86.7  percent)  matched  almost 
identically  the  response  rate  for  the  entire  sample  (86.6  percent ).  Non-NEH  faculty  responded  at  a slightly 
higher  rate  than  average. 


Exhibit  5-6:  Faculty  response  rates  by  faculty  sampling  characteristics 


Individual 

characteristic 

Subgroup 

Total 

sample 

Sample 

Faculty 
response  rate 
(unweighted 
percent) 

Eligible 

Complete 

Gender 

Unknown 

1,979 

1,857 

1,416 

76.3 

Male 

16,707 

15,879 

13,720 

86.4 

Female 

12,668 

12,028 

10,644 

88.5 

Race 

Unknown 

8,639 

7,967 

6,507 

81.7 

American  Indian/ 
Alaskan  Native 

99 

96 

78 

81.3 

Asian/Pacific  Islander 

1,185 

1,132 

993 

87.7 

Hispanic 

1,264 

1,199 

1,033 

86.2, 

Black,  non-Hispanic 

2,577 

2,458 

2,097 

85.3 

White,  non-Hispanic 

17,590 

16,912 

15,072 

89.1 

Full/part  time 
status 

Unknown 

3,695 

3,380 

2,824 

83.6 

Full-time 

17,996 

17,596 

15,618 

88.8 

Part-time 

9,663 

8,788 

7,338 

83.5 

Discipline 

Unknown 

1,814 

1,647 

1,316 

79.9 

Non-NEH 

24,480 

23,256 

20,248 

87,1 

History 

941 

904 

804 

88.9 

Foreign  language 

1,043 

995 

829 

83.3 

English 

2,458 

2,379 

2,069 

87,0 

Philosophy/religion 

618 

583 

■ 514 

88.2 

All  respondents 

31^54 

29,764 

25,780 

86.6 

As  reported  by  institutions  on  faculty  lists. 
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Completion  rates  were  higher  for  faculty  whose  home  address  was  available  (89.6  percent,  unweighted)  than 
for  those  faculty  whose  home  address  was  unavailable  (82.2  percent,  unweighted).  As  Exhibit  5-7  shows,  this  . 
relationship  held  for  all  faculty  regardless  of  employment  status.  Faculty  who  could  be  followed-up  at  home 
were  more  likely  to  complete  the  questionnaire  than  those  who  could  not  be  followed-up  at  home. 


Exhibit  5-7:  Response  rates  for  faculty  members  whose  institutions 


supplied  their  home  address,  by  employment  status 


HOME  ADDRESS  AVAILABLE 

HOME  ADDRESS  MISSING 

Full-time, 

part-time 

status 

Eligible 

Complete 

Unweighted 

response 

rate 

(percent) 

Weighted 

response 

rate 

(percent) 

Eligible 

Complete 

Unweighted 

response 

rate 

(percent) 

Weighted 

response 

rate 

(percent) 

Unknown 

status 

938 

845 

90.1 

91.0 

2,442 

1,979 

81.0 

78.3 

Full-time 

11,186 

10,117 

90.4 

88.6 

6,410 

5,501 

85.8 

83.3 

Part-time 

5,508 

4,840 

87.9 

86.3 

3,280 

2,498 

76.2 

74.3 

TOTAL 

17,632 

15,802 

89.6 

88.0 

12,132 

9,978 

82.2 

79.6 

5.4  Institution  Survey 


5.4.1  Initial  Mailing  to  Institution  Respondent 

On  September  10,  1993,  theNSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire,  addressed  to  the  institution  respondent  (if 
one  was  named),  was  mailed  to  each  institution  that  had  already  participated  in  the  study  by  providing  a 
faculty  list,  and  to  institutions  that  had  not  provided  a list.  This  mailing  included  a cover  letter  (signed  by  the 
then-Commissioner  of  NCES,  Emerson  J.  Elliott)  and  an  informational  brochure  which  described  the  purpose 
of  NSOPF-93  and  highlighted  key  findings  from  the  previous  study.  If  an  institution  respondent  was  not 
specifically  named,  a questionnaire  was  sent  to  the  Institutional  Coordinator  (if  formally  identified  by  the 
institution)  or  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer  (CAO).  (For  44.2  percent  of  the  institutions  who  provided 
faculty  lists,  the  Institutional  Coordinator  was  named  by  the  CAO  as  the  institution  respondent.)  For  non- 
participating institutions,  or  institutions  which  did  not  formally  name  a coordinator,  the  questionnaire  was 
sent  to  the  CAO.  Separate  cover  letters,  copies  of  which  appear  in  Appendix  M,  were  mailed  to  participating 
and  nonparticipating  institutions. 

5.4.2  Postcard  Prompts  to  Institutions 

Two  postcard  prompts  were  mailed  to  institutions,  thanking  them  for  their  cooperation  and  reminding  them  to 
complete  the  questionnaire,  if  they  had  not  already  done  so.  The  first  prompt  was  mailed  on  September  24, 
1993  and  signed  by  the  project  director.  The  second  was  mailed  on  October  22,  1993  (two  weeks  following  a 
second  questionnaire  mailing)  and  signed  by  the  task  coordinator.  In  each  instance,  institutions  were 
encouraged  to  call  the  project  1-800  number  if  they  had  any  questions  or  anticipated  any  significant  delays  in 
completing  the  questionnaire.  A copy  of  this  postcard  appears  in  Appendix  M. 
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5.4.3  Second  Questionnaire  Mailing  to  Institutions 

A second  questionnaire  was  mailed  to  non-responding  institutions  on  October  8,  1993,  by  regular  first  class 
mail.  A cover  letter  from  the  project  director  accompanied  the  questionnaire.  The  letter  assured  institutions 
that  there  was  still  time  to  complete  the  questionnaire,  and  encouraged  completion  within  the  next  few  weeks. 

5.4.4  Telephone  Prompting  and  Follow-up  of  Institutions 

Interviewers  were  given  assignments  from  one  of  two  groups  of  participating  institutions:  institutions  which 
named  the  Institutional  Coordinator  as  respondent,  and  institutions  which  named  a separate  institution 
respondent.  Telephone  prompting  began  on  November  1 1,  1993,  In  those  instances  where  the  Institutional 
Coordinator  was  the  same  as  the  institution  respondent,  follow-up  calls  for  the  institution  questionnaire  were 
combined  with  other  institutional  contacts  related  to  the  faculty  component  of  the  study,  including  calls  to 
determine  the  eligibility  of  nonresponding  faculty,  and  calls  to  encourage  coordinators  to  prompt  faculty. 
Interviewers  were  trained  in  each  type  of  follow-up  activity  before  calling.  By  combining  these  contacts,  it 
was  hoped  that  any  added  burden  to  the  coordinator  would  be  minimized.  Interviewers  were  trained  to  review 
all  previous  contact  information  (including  the  Record  of  Calls  from  the  list  collection  phase  of  the  study) 
prior  to  each  call.  If  neither  an  Institutional  Coordinator  nor  institution  respondent  had  been  designated  by  a 
participating  institution,  the  initial  call  was  made  to  the  CAO’s  office. 

The  first  wave  of  telephone  prompting  ended  on  December  23,  1993  prior  to  the  holiday  break.  Prompting 
resumed  on  January  7,  1994  and  continued  until  May  25,  1994.  Institutions  that  failed  to  provide  a list  of 
faculty  were  treated  as  possible  refusals.  Initial  follow-up  to  institutions  which  did  not  provide  a list  of  faculty 
was  conducted  by  the  project  Task  Coordinator,  beginning  on  November  10,  1993.  Once  the  institution 
confirmed  that  they  would  complete  the  questionnaire,  the  Record  of  Calls  was  forwarded  to  interviewing 
staff  for  any  additional  follow-up. 

Remails  were  requested  by  226  institutions  (23  percent).  To  eliminate  unnecessary  mail  delays, 
questionnaires  and  other  materials  were  faxed  to  institutions  whenever  possible.  Institutions  were  encouraged 
to  fax  questionnaires  as  soon  as  they  were  completed,  in  addition  to  mailing  the  hardcopy.  Institution 
respondents  were  also  given  a toll-free  number  to  call  with  questions  or  comments;  approximately  390  calls 
were  made  to  the  toll-free  number. 

The  project  task  coordinator  reviewed  all  refusals,  and  based  on  this  review  either  called  the  institution 
personally,  or  forwarded  the  case  to  field  staff  for  data  collection  by  telephone.  When  appropriate,  an  offer 
was  made  to  assist  the  institution  by  abstracting  data  from  other  information  supplied  by  the  institution. 

5.4.5  Third  Questionnaire  Mailing  to  Institutions 

On  February  2,  1 994  a third  questionnaire  mailing  was  sent  by  two-day  priority  mail  to  383  nonresponding 
institutions.  The  third  questionnaire  mailing  was  necessary  for  two  reasons.  One  was  that  the  interruption  of 
the  holiday  break,  followed  by  the  beginning  of  a new  academic  term,  made  it  likely  that  the  original  request 
would  be  forgotten  or  lost.  The  second  was  that  adverse  weather  conditions  (including  earthquakes  on  the 
West  Coast  and  severe  snowstorms  and  below-zero  temperatures  in  the  Midwest  and  East  Coast)  had  caused 
some  institutions  to  close  for  extended  periods  of  time,  further  exacerbating  staffing  problems  at  these 
institutions.  The  letter  informed  institutions  that  the  data  collection  period  would  be  extended  to 
accommodate  institutions  which  had  been  affected  by  adverse  conditions;  other  institutions  were  encouraged 
to  complete  and  return  the  questionnaire  by  February  18,  1994.  A personal,  handwritten  note  was  added  to 
each  letter,  as  appropriate,  thanking  respondents  for  their  cooperation  and  addressing  any  concerns  the 
institution  may  have  previously  expressed  about  the  study. 
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The  Association  for  Institutional  Research  (AIR)  disseminated  a project  update  memo  in  February  to  its 
membership  through  its  electronic  newsletter,  underscoring  AIR  endorsement  of  the  study  and  encouraging 
participation  of  sampled  institutions.  The  memo  noted  that  the  deadline  for  participation  had  been  extended 
to  accommodate  institutions  affected  by  severe  weather  conditions,  and  thanked  those  institutions  that  had 
participated  in  NSOPF. 

5.4.6  Interviewer-Assisted  Data  Collection  at  Institutions 

In  February  and  March,  1994  three  experienced  field  interviewers  were  trained  to  collect  data  directly  from 
institutions  by  telephone  (or,  in  select  instances,  by  visits  to  the  institution).  Field  staff  were  selected  on  the 
basis  of  previous  success  in  interviewing  faculty  on  the  faculty  questionnaire.  Individual  training,  including  a 
walkthrough  of  the  questionnaire,  was  conducted  with  each  interviewer  by  the  task  coordinator.  Each  traming 
lasted  two  hours,  with  an  additional  two  hours  provided  for  self-study.  Interviewers  were  trained  to  work  with 
the  designated  respondent  or  coordinator  to  identify  offices  within  each  institution  that  could  provide  specific 
kinds  of  data,  and  to  contact  those  offices  directly  to  provide  the  data.  Difficulties  experienced  by  institutions 
in  coordinating  data  collection  between  different  offices  was  a major  source  of  delay;  direct  intervention  by 
field  staff  eliminated  that  delay,  and,  as  a result,  was  very  successful. 

Collecting  data  over  the  telephone  was  considered  likely  to  be  more  problematic  for  larger  institutions 
particularly  those  with  large  numbers  of  research  faculty  or  a wide  range  of  types  of  faculty.  Therefore,  only 
small-to-medium  sized  institutions  from  nonresearch  strata  were  targeted  for  telephone  data  collection. 

Within  this  group,  institutions  from  strata  with  comparatively  low  response  rates  were  specifically  targeted, 
including  public  two-year  and  private  religious  institutions.  Refusals  and  other  nonparticipating  institutions 
were  targeted  as  well.  Four  nonresponding  religious  institutions  clustered  in  the  same  city  were  selected  for 
in-person  field  visits  to  collect  data.  Overall,  99  interviewer  assisted  questionnaires  (95  telephone  and  four  in- 
person)  were  completed.  Although  no  attempt  was  made  to  validate  interviews  directly  with  the  institution, 
data  collected  by  interviewers  was  periodically  validated  by  comparison  to  other  institutional  data. 


5.4.7  Data  Abstraction  at  Institutions 

When  an  institution  indicated  it  lacked  the  resources  to  supply  key  questionnaire  data,  or  indicated  that  to  do 
so  would  pose  an  unrealistic  burden,  an  offer  was  made  to  assist  the  institution,  if  possible,  by  abstracting 
information  from  other  data  the  institution  provided,  including: 


lists  of  faculty 

most  recent  IPEDS  data,  if  available  from  the  institution 

policy  handbooks  (containing  benefits  information  and 
institutional  definitions  of  faculty) 


At  institutions  that  were  confirmed  to  be  part  of  a state-wide,  city-wide,  or  multi-campus  system  in  which 
institutional  benefits  policy  was  the  same  for  all  institutions  in  the  system,  benefits  data  could  sometimes  be 
supplied  by  a system-wide  source;  system-wide  benefits  information  could  also  be  abstracted  from  common 
elements  of  data  provided  by  sister  institutions  in  the  system.  The  task  coordinator  reviewed  lists  used  to 
compile  faculty  counts  for  completeness  of  relevant  information.  The  accuracy  of  any  data  abstracted  was 
confirmed  with  the  institution. 
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5.4.8  Institution  Data  Retrieval 

All  data  retrieval  was  conducted  by  trained  project  staff.  Retrieval  was  conducted  on  a flow  basis,  beginning 
on  October  5,  1993,  and  ending  on  May  26,  1994.  One  interviewer  was  trained  to  perform  both  the  initial 
case  edit,  which  identified  cases  requiring  retrieval,  and  the  retrieval  call.  As  the  initial  case  edit  was 
performed,  cases  with  missing  critical  items  were  flagged  for  retrieval.  “Don’t  know”  and  “refused”  were 
considered  legitimate  responses  and  not  retrieved.  Additional  cases  were  flagged  for  retrieval  when  inter-item 
discrepancies  or  out-of-range  responses  involving  critical  items  were  discovered  during  a second  edit 
performed  by  the  task  coordinator  prior  to  computer  assisted  data  entry  (CADE),  or  during  CADE  (which  ran 
several  consistency  checks  as  part  of  its  program).  The  data  abstraction  procedures  outlined  above  were 
utilized  when  the  information  was  otherwise  unavailable  from  the  institution.  One  hundred  seventy-eight 
cases  (20  percent)  were  identified  as  requiring  retrieval.  Retrieval  calls  were  completed  for  172  institution 
questionnaires  (97  percent). 

5.5  Data  Collection  Results:  Institution  Questionnaire 

Exhibits  5-8  to  5- 1 0 provide  a summary  of  the  NSOPF-93  data  collection  results  for  the  institution 
questionnaire.  These  exhibits  report  unweighted  response  rates. 

Exliibit  5-8  illustrates  the  unweighted  institution  questionnaire  response  rates  by  institution  stratum  and  by 
type  and  control  of  institution.  In  general,  the  response  rate  of  institutions  to  the  institution  questionnaire  was 
quite  high,  with  an  unweighted  response  rate  of  90.6  percent  for  all  institutions.  All  eligible  private  two-year, 
private  religious  and  public  “other”  institutions  completed  the  questionnaire.  Public  institutions  responded 
to  the  institution  questionnaire  at  lower  rates  than  did  private  institutions.  The  lowest  response  rate  (66.7 
percent),  found  in  the  public  liberal  arts  stratum,  affects  so  few  institutions  as  to  have  little  impact  on  the 
overall  rate  of  response  to  the  questionnaire.  The  stratum  that  included  the  largest  number  of  institutions,  the 
public  two-year  stratum  (with  316  eligible  institutions)  showed  one  of  the  highest  rates  of  response  (94.3 
percent)  among  the  1 5 strata. 
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Exhibit  5-8:  Institution  questionnaire  response  rates  by  institution  sampling  stratum 


Institution 

stratum 

Total 

sample 

Sample 

Institution 
response  rate 
(unweighted 
percent) 

Eligible 

Complete 

Private  other  Ph.D. 

46 

46 

39 

84.8 

Public  comprehensive 

159 

159 

144 

90.6 

Private  comprehensive 

83 

82 

71 

86.6 

Public  liberal  arts 

3 

3 

2 

66.7 

Private  liberal  arts 

68 

68 

66 

97.1 

Public  medical 

25 

25 

20 

80.0 

Private  medical 

10 

10 

9 

90.0 

Private  religious 

20 

18 

18 

100.0 

Public  two-year 

317 

316 

298 

94.3 

Private  two-year 

11 

10 

10 

100.0 

Public  other 

7 

7 

7 

100.0 

Private  other 

26 

24 

19 

79.2 

Public  unknown 

23 

19 

18 

94.7 

Private  unknown 

8 

7 

7 

100.0 

Research/public  other  Ph.D. 

168 

168 

144 

85.7 

Level  and  control 
of  institution*^ 

Total 

sample 

Sample 

Institution 
response  rate 
(unweighted 
percent) 

‘ Eligible 

Complete 

Public  four-year 

332 

331 

292 

88.2 

Public  two-year 

337 

333 

314 

94.3 

Private  four-year 

290 

284 

252 

88.7 

Private  two-year 

15 

14 

14 

100.0 

Total 

974 

962 

872 

90.6 

♦Sampling  stratum  classification  does  not  match  the  “level  and  control”  classification  because  institutions  sampled  in  the 
“unknown”  categories  in  NSOPF-93  were  reclassified  after  data  collection  was  completed. 


Exhibit  5-9  breaks  down  the  institution  response  rate  by  mode  of  administration.  Ninety-nine  questionnaires 
were  completed  with  the  assistance  of  an  interviewer.  This  figure  represented  10.3  percent  of  the  total  eligible 
institution  sample  and  1 1.4  percent  of  completed  questionnaires. 
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Exhibit  5-9:  Institution  questionnaire  response  rates  by  mode  of  administration 


Mode  of  administration 

Faculty  list 
participating 
(unweighted  percent) 

Faculty  list 
non-participating 
(unweighted  percent) 

Total  responding 
(unweighted  percent) 

Self-administered  questionnaires 

688 

85 

773 

(percent  of  total  sample) 

(84.2) 

(58.6) 

(80.3) 

Field  data  collection 

72 

27 

99 

(percent  of  total  sample) 

(8.8) 

(18.6) 

(10.3) 

Total  completed 

760 

112 

872 

(percent  of  total  sample) 

(93.0) 

(77.2) 

(90.6) 

Total  sample 

817 

145 

962 

Exhibit  5-10  compares  the  institution  questionnaire  response  rate  on  the  NSOPF-93  full-scale  study  with  the 
NSOPF-93  field  test  and  the  1987-88  field  test  and  full-scale  study.  As  the  exhibit  sliows,  there  was  a 2.3 
percentage  point  improvement  in  the  response  rate  of  the  NSOPF-93  institution  survey  from  the  NSOPF-88 
institution  survey. 


Exhibit  5-10:  Institution  response  rates  by  cycle 


NSOPF  cycle 

Number 

Completed 

Response  rate 

eligible 

questionnaires 

(unweighted  percent) 

1987  field  test 

50 

40  . 

. 80.0 

1 988  main  study 

480 

424 

88.3 

1992  field  test 

120 

94 

78.3 

(Expanded  core) 

(49) 

(40) 

(81.6) 

(Augmentation) 

(71) 

(54) 

(76.1) 

1 993  main  study 

962 

872 

90.6 

(Participating) 

(Non-participating) 

(817) 

(145) 

(760) 

(112) 

(93.0) 

(77.2) 

The  data  collection  period  for  NSOPF-93  lasted  10  weeks  longer  than  the  data  collection  period  for 
NSOPF-88  (34  weeks,  compared  to  24  weeks).  This  reflects  the  larger  sample  size  as  well  as  the  impact  of 
severe  weather  conditions  previously  described.  But  the  data  collection  effort  also  revealed  that  institutions 
feel  increasingly  burdened  by  research  requests.  In  some  instances,  institutions  had  downsized  the 
institutional  staff  that  would  normally  process  such  fequests.  The  91  percent  response  rate  achieved  for  the 
NSOPF-93  full-scale  study  would  not  have  been  possiWe  without  the  direct  involvement  of  interviewing  staff 
in  data  collection  and  other  efforts  to  minimize  institutional  burden. 
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6.  Data  Control  and  Data  Processing 

6.1  Overview 

This  chapter  describes  the  procedures  used  to  process  and  to  prepare  faculty  list  data  for  sampling  and  to 
transform  responses  from  the  faculty  and  institution  questionnaires  into  computerized  data  files.  A total  of 
872  institution  questionnaires  (all  hardcopy)  and  25,780  faculty  questionnaires  were  processed,  including 
20,785  self-administered  and  4,995  computer-assisted  telephone  interviews.  NORC  used  commercially- 
available  software,  AutoQuest,  for  all  data  capture. 

The  procedures  to  be  discussed  include:  receipt  control  and  processing  of  faculty  list  data  for  sampling, 
monitoring  the  receipt  of  completed  questionnaires,  preparing  self-administered  questionnaires  for  data  entry, 
editing  self-administered  questionnaires  for  overall  adequacy  and  completeness,  data-entry,  flagging  cases 
with  missing  or  inconsistent  data  through  automated  consistency  checks,  retrieving  missing  data,  coding 
responses,  quality  control  of  data  entry,  and  preparing  documents  for  archival  storage. 

6.2  Faculty  List  Processing  and  Preparation  for  Sampling 

The  sampling  frame  for  the  faculty  survey  was  drawn  from  faculty  lists  provided  by  817  participating 
institutions.  Each  participating  institution  was  asked  to  provide  a hard-copy  list,  a machine-readable  list, 
documentation  of  the  list  format,  and  the  names  of  institution  staff  involved  in  preparing  the  list.  Upon 
receipt,  each  list  was  subjected  to  a cursory  review  for  completeness  and  adequacy.  Project  staff  were  trained 
expressly  to  recontact  institution  staff  to  retrieve  missing  information  and  to  resolve  list  discrepancies.  These 
staff  used  the  Faculty  List  Documentation  Form  (see  Appendix  K)  provided  by  the  institution  to  contact  those 
persons  involved  in  preparing  the  faculty  list.  If  the  institution  did  not  provide  this  form,  staff  recontacted  the 
Institutional  Coordinator.  In  the  event  that  the  faculty  list  was  incomplete — that  is,  some  level  of  locating  or 
sampling  information  was  missing — staff  explained  the  importance  of  these  data  to  the  sampling  design  and 
handled  any  concerns  or  questions  which  arose  regarding  release  of  these  data.  Special  efforts  were  made  to 
describe  confidentiality  procedures  and  the  sampling  methodology  used.  The  missing  information  was  then 
retrieved  in  the  way  most  accommodating  for  the  Institutional  Coordinator  (through  the  mail,  fax,  or  via  the 
Internet). 

Once  the  list  of  faculty  (and  supporting  documentation  about  the  format  and  preparation  of  the  list)  was 
reviewed,  it  was  receipted  as  complete  into  the  NSOPF  contractor’s  survey  monitoring  system  (SMS),  a 
microcomputer-based  system  used  to  track  all  sampled  institutions  and  their  status.  A folder  that  contained 
all  of  the  relevant  materials  was  prepared  for  each  institution.  Processing  of  hardcopy  lists  required  more 
effort  than  processing  electronic  faculty  lists.  If  an  institution  provided  a hardcopy  list  only,  sampling  staff 
followed  these  steps  to  create  an  electronic  file  in  the  required  format; 

1 . Each  line  (or  each  faculty  member  listed)  was  niunbered  sequentially.  Lists  were  inspected 
to  see  if  all  sampling  variables  were  included.  If  not,  other  materials  in  the  sampling  folder 
were  inspected  to  see  if  any  information  could  be  gleaned  from  them  and  included  on  the 
hardcopy  list. 

2.  All  sampling  variables  were  then  coded  to  match  specifications  for  sampling  (e.g.,  gender 
was  coded  as  l=male/2=female;  race/ethnicity  was  coded  numerically).  The  coding 
specifications  followed  the  same  specifications  in  the  list  preparation  instructions  sent  to  the 
institution  (see  Appendix  K).  In  addition,  faculty  discipline  was  coded  numerically  to 
indicate  NEH  and  non-NEH  status. 
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3.  The  sampling  variables,  along  with  faculty  names,  addresses,  and  telephone  numbers,  were 
data-entered  into  an  electronic  file  for  that  institution.  (If  addresses  were  not  already  on  the 
hardcopy  file,  but  were  available  elsewhere,  this  information  was  not  entered  until  the 
sampling  step  had  been  completed  and  then  only  for  the  sampled  faculty.) 

If  an  institution  provided  an  electronic  file,  sampling  staff  inspected  the  file  on-line  to  ensure  that  all  coding 
specifications  were  followed  for  the  sampling  variables  and  that  the  file  layout  was  correct.  Programming 
staff  created  utilities  which  enabled  the  automated  reformatting  of  those  files  with  incorrect  layouts,  and  the 
recoding  of  sampling  variables  when  necessary.  In  addition,  an  automated  utility  was  employed  to  streamline 
the  coding  of  NEH/non-NEH  teaching  disciplines,  although  this  step  still  required  more  detailed  effort  on  the 
part  of  sampling  staff.  This  utility  searched  the  electronic  file  for  the  verbatim  entry  of  teaching  discipline, 
and  created  a collapsed  codeframe  of  each  unique  discipline  along  with  the  number  of  occurrences  (or, 
number  of  faculty  in  each  discipline).  Sampling  staff  then  inspected  the  codeffame  and  assigned  a numerical 
code  to  each  unique  teaching  discipline  to  indicate  its  NEH/non-NEH  status.  Once  the  collapsed  frame  was 
coded  in  this  way,  the  utility  then  assigned  these  numerical  codes  to  each  faculty  member  on  the  faculty  list. 

When  all  sampling  data  were  coded,  an  automated  program  captured  list  counts  and  entered  them  into  a 
discrepancy  module  of  the  SMS.  Sampling  staff  then  reviewed  discrepancy  reports,  comparing  the  faculty 
totals  from  the  lists  with  data  from  the  most  recent  IPEDS  (NCES’s  Integrated  Postsecondary  Education  Data 
System).  In  some  instances,  the  numbers  of  faculty  on  the  list  differed  greatly  from  those  from  the  IPEDS. 
The  discrepancy  reports  allowed  sampling  staff  to  investigate  possible  areas  of  discrepancy  by  breaking  down 
the  faculty  totals  by  gender  and  full-  or  part-time  status.  In  this  way,  it  was  easy  to  identify,  for  example, 
institutions  who  had  left  part-time  staff  completely  off  of  their  list,  or  those  who  had  reversed  the  gender 
code.  Resolution  of  list  discrepancies  also  involved  recontacting  the  list  preparer  or  Institutional  Coordinator 
(see  section  4.2.5).  If  the  source  of  the  discrepancy  was  identified  by  sampling  staff,  an  attempt  was  made  to 
confirm  the  diagnosis  of  the  source  of  the  discrepancy  and  to  retrieve  from  the  institution  corrected  sampling 
information.  On  the  other  hand,  if  no  obvious  source  of  error  was  identified,  the  staff  explained  the  problem 
to  the  Institutional  Coordinator  and  attempted  to  find  a reason  for  the  discrepancy. 

Machine-readable  lists  (whether  data-entered  from  hardcopy  or  provided  on  diskette  or  tape)  which  had 
passed  through  discrepancy  review  were  uploaded  directly  into  an  electronic  sampling  program,  which 
selected  the  sample  members  based  on  programmed  selection  algorithms.  Lists  of  sampled  faculty  at 
participating  institutions  in  the  field  test  were  cross-checked  against  lists  of  field  test  participants  at  those 
institutions  to  ensure  that  they  were  not  selected  again.  To  minimize  respondent  burden,  0MB  restrictions 
prohibited  NSOPF-93  from  resampling  and  reinterviewing  individuals  who  participated  in  the  1992  field  test. 

Sampling  and  data  collection  information  for  sampled  respondents  was  uploaded  into  an  AutoQuest  program, 
which  then  generated  respondent  tracking  files  for  coordinated  mail  and  telephone  follow-up.  The  program 
assigned  a unique  identification  number  to  each  sampled  record.  All  pertinent  information  was  also  uploaded 
into  the  Survey  Monitoring  System  (SMS)— faculty  IDs,  names  and  locating  data,  and  sampling 
information — for  purposes  of  tracking  and  case  management. 

6.3  Receipt  Control  and  Monitoring  of  Institution  and  Faculty  Questionnaires 

When  completed  faculty  and  institution  self-administered  questionnaires  (SAQs)  were  received,  receipt 
control  staff  checked  each  document  for  completeness  and  assigned  a disposition  code  indicating  that  the  case 
was  complete.  If  a questionnaire  was  returned  as  undeliverable,  faculty  directories  and/or  address 
information  supplied  by  each  institution  were  reviewed  for  an  alternate  address.  If  none  was  available,  it  was 
forwarded  to  telephone  staff  for  locating.  If  a package  was  returned  as  undeliverable  with  a forwarding 
address,  the  new  address  was  entered  into  the  SMS  tracking  and  monitoring  system  for  future  follow-up. 
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Case  dispositions  for  the  faculty  questionnaire  were  updated  directly  into  the  TNMS  (Telephone  Number 
Management  System)  component  of  AutoQuest,  which  delivered  pending  cases  to  interviewers  for  telephone 
prompting  and  interviewing.  Respondents  who  had  completed  self-administered  questionnaires  (SAQs)  were, 
therefore,  removed  from  the  queue  for  telephone  follow-up  once  the  questionnaire  was  receipted.  Case 
dispositions  were  updated  to  indicate  whether  the  questionnaire  was  complete  or  contained  items  that  required 
retrieval.  The  TNMS  was  linked  through  weekly  updates  to  the  SMS  tracking  and  monitoring  system. 

Computer-assisted  telephone  interviewing  was  not  used  for  the  institution  questionnaire;  therefore,  institution 
questionnaire  dispositions  were  entered  directly  into  the  SMS  tracking  and  monitoring  system. 

6.4  Data  Entry  and  Coding 

6.4.1  Data  Entry 

Both  CADE  (computer-assisted  data  entry)  and  CATI  (computer-assisted  telephone  interviewing)  were 
performed  using  AutoQuest.  Separate  CADE  programs  were  developed  for  the  self-administered  faculty  and 
institution  questionnaires.  A CATI  program,  equivalent  to  CADE,  was  also  developed  for  the  faculty 
questionnaire,  allowing  online  data  entry  of  telephone  interviews  by  interviewers.  The  CADE/CATI  systems 
were  designed  to; 

• ensure  that  all  entries  conformed  to  valid  ranges  of  codes  defined  for  the  particular  question 
stem; 

• enforce  skip  patterns  automatically; 

• conduct  inter-item  consistency  checks  where  appropriate;  and 

• display  the  full  question  and  answer  texts  for  verbatim  responses. 

As  part  of  the  statistical  quality  control  program,  100  percent  verification  was  conducted  of  a randomly 
selected  subsample  of  10  percent  of  all  faculty  and  institution  questionnaires  entered  in  CADE.  These  cases 
were  randomly  pre-selected  before  each  set  of  questionnaires  was  data-entered.  When  a questionnaire  was 
flagged  for  verification,  it  was  then  re-keyed  by  a different  data  entry  operator  than  had  originally  keyed  the 
data.  A data  entry  supervisor  then  independently  reviewed  and  compared  the  results  of  both  data  entry 
events;  any  discrepancies  were  resolved  by  referring  to  the  hardcopy  questionnaire  and  making  corrections  to 
the  final  questionnaire  data.  The  error  rate  was  less  than  one-half  of  one  percent  for  all  items  keyed. 

Quality  assurance  for  faculty  interviews  entered  in  CATI  consisted  of  random  online  monitoring  by 
supervisors.  On  a daily  basis,  a set  of  times  for  monitoring  and  stations  to  be  monitored  was  automatically 
generated  for  each  monitor.  The  program  for  creating  these  lists  took  as  inputs  the  IDs  of  active  prompting, 
retrieval,  and  CATI  stations;  the  duration  of  each  monitoring  session;  the  sampling  rate;  and  the  total  length 
of  time  to  schedule.  The  monitor  station  allowed  the  supervisor  to  listen  to  the  interview  and  to  view  the  data 
the  interviewer  entered  on  screen.  Any  errors  or  omissions  (including  deviations  in  reading  questions,  failure 
to  probe  or  follow  instructions,  or  errors  in  recording  of  data)  were  recorded.  The  outcome  of  each 
monitoring  event  was  entered  into  the  system  via  an  AutoQuest  application. 

6.4.2  Faculty  Questionnaire  Coding 

Coding  of  faculty  questionnaires  was  conducted  using  a computer-assisted  coding  (CAC)  system,  which  also 
used  AutoQuest  software.  Coding  of  academic  discipline  was  performed  online  during  interviewing  or  data 
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entry.  All  other  faculty  questionnaire  coding  was  performed  as  a post-processing  step.  Three  kinds  of  coding 
were  performed  for  the  faculty  questionnaire: 

Academic  discipline.  Coding  of  academic  discipline  for  the  respondent’s  principal  teaching  field,  principal 
area  of  research,  degree  fields,  and  courses  taught  (Questions  A 12,  A 13,  B16C,  and  C23A-E)  was  performed 
online  during  interviewing  or  data  entry.  Online  coding  for  the  self-administered  questionnaires  took  place 
only  if  the  respondent  had  not  already  provided  a code,  but  had  written  some  sort  of  codable  text.  In  these 
cases,  the  data  entry  clerk  was  prompted  to  enter  verbatim  the  name  of  the  discipline  and  follow  the  same 
procedure  as  telephone  interviewers  who  performed  online  coding  of  academic  discipline. 

A two-step  coding  process  was  designed  so  that  interviewers  and  data  entry  staff  would  not  have  to  page 
down  through  the  entire  list  to  find  an  appropriate  code.  The  first  step  was  to  select  the  major  category  or 
area.  Categories  included  were  those  shown  in  upper  case  letters  on  the  hardcopy  questionnaire,  many  of 
which  have  subcategories.  After  the  major  category  was  selected,  the  second  step  was  to  select  the  specific 
discipline  from  the  subcategories  displayed  in  the  second  screen.  The  appropriate  code  was  then  selected  and 
entered  next  to  the  verbatim  entry. 

Quality  assurance  checks  for  coding. of  academic  discipline  were  performed  as  part  of  the  regular  quality 
control  procedures  for  CADE  and  CATI.  However,  coding  of  academic  discipline  for  CADE  cases  in  which 
the  respondent  had  not  supplied  a code  was  subjected  to  a 100  percent  verification.  Erroneous  codes  were 
recoded  to  a valid  code  after  examination  of  the  case  and  its  verbatim  entry.  Cases  in  which  the  respondent 
(or  interviewer)  had  selected  a code  of  “900”  (“Other”)  were  also  reviewed  and  coded  to  a more  specific 
value  whenever  possible. 

IPEDS  codes.  Coding  of  institution  names  from  which  respondents  received  their  academic  degrees  was  a 
multi-stage  process  performed  after  data  entry  in  CADE  or  CATI  was  complete.  Institution  names  were 
reported  at  Question  B16E,  where  respondents  had  the  opportunity  to  report  as  many  as  four  academic 
degrees  received.  Coding  was  performed  using  an  electronic  file  of  the  1 991-92  IPEDS  directory,  which 
included  IPEDS  code,  city,  two-letter  state  abbreviation,  and  institution  name  for  10,258  less-than-two-year, 
two-year,  and  four-year  or  more  institutions.  After  both  CADE  and  CATI  production  had  been  completed,  a 
file  of  responses  to  institution  name  and  location  was  created  for  each  of  the  four  opportunities  to  report  on 
an  academic  degree.  These  files  contained  a total  of  61,759  institution  name  mentions.  The  respondent  data 
file  from  the  first  line  of  Question  B16,  highest  degree,  was  electronically  compared  to  the  IPEDS  directory 
file  and  all  exact  matches  on  both  institution  name  and  city  were  automatically  coded.  Thirty-four  percent  of 
the  institutions  in  this  file  were  matched  and  automatically  coded. 

A combination  of  techniques  was  used  to  code  the  remaining  institutions.  First,  the  imcodable  institutions 
were  sorted  by  state  and  institution  name,  and  obvious  variations  of  institution  names,  for  which  IPEDS 
codes  were  available,  were  identified  and  coded.  In  addition,  an  automated  system  was  designed  for  coders  to 
access  IPEDS  data  by  city  or  by  institution  name.  The  coders  entered  a search  string  at  each  level,  and  the 
program  searched  each  database  for  possible  matches.  This  combination  of  techniques  enabled  the  coding  of 
an  additional  6 1 percent  of  the  highest  degree  institutions,  bringing  the  total  to  95  percent.  Finally,  the 
remaining  five  percent  of  highest  degree  institution  mentions  were  reviewed  individually  and  coded  when 
possible.  The  final  total  coding  rate  was  97.8  percent.  The  remaining  2.2  percent  of  highest  degree 
institutions  remained  uncoded  or  received  codes  for  “Non-U.S.  unknown”  or  for  “U.S.  not  listed.” 

After  confirming  the  accuracy  of  coding  in  this  file,  the  verbatim  responses  and  their  selected  IPEDS  codes 
were  added  to  the  IPEDS  directory.  The  expanded  frame  was  used  to  code  the  remaining  responses  (Question 
B16,  lines  2-4).  This  increased  the  frequency  of  finding  exact  matches  for  the  automated  coding  of  the 
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remaining  files.  After  all  four  degree  files  had  been  coded,  the  remaining  institution  names  that  had  not  yet 
been  coded  were  examined  individually  and  coded  when  possible. 

If  respondents  reported  the  name  of  a multi-campus  university  system  without  specifying  the  particular 
branch  from  which  the  degree  was  obtained,  the  flagship  institution  of  that  system  was  coded.  For  example, 
if  respondents  wrote  “University  of  Wisconsin”  without  specifying  a branch  campus,  their  institution  was 
coded  as  the  University  of  Wisconsin  at  Madison.  If  respondents  reported  the  name  of  a graduate  or 
professional  institution  without  specifying  the  name  of  the  larger  IPEDS  institution  of  which  it  was  a part 
(e.g.  “John  F.  Kennedy  School  of  Government”  rather  than  “Harvard  University”),  other  means  were 
employed.  Staff  consulted  reference  books,  university  catalogs  and  cross-checked  respondents’  answers  to 
find  the  name  of  the  institution  to  which  to  assign  the  answer.  NCES  materials  were  consulted  to  check  for 
institutions  which  had  closed  or  had  changed  their  names. 

The  file  was  then  sorted  by  IPEDS  code  and  checked  against  an  NCES-supplied  electronic  master  list  of 
IPEDS  codes.  The  file  was  scanned  to  find  discrepancies  between  verbatims  and  expected  IPEDS  codes. 
Discrepancies  were  reconciled  by  attaching  the  correct  IPEDS  code  to  the  verbatim  naming  the  institution. 
After  the  entire  coding  effort  was  completed,  all  institution  data  were  exported  and  sorted  by  IPEDS  code. 

All  institutions  were  checked  in  this  manner  and  corrected  whenever  errors  were  encountered.  The  final 
product  contains  a negligible  error  rate  of  0.2  percent  or  less. 

Coding  of  foreign  institutions  was  also  handled  automatically.  During  the  coding  process  described  above, 
institutions  outside  the  U.S.  were  identified  as  uncodable  using  the  IPEDS  fi'ame  and  flagged  as  foreign 
institutions  in  the  database.  The  verbatim  text  for  the  name  of  country  was  then  electronically  compared  to 
the  list  of  codes  for  countries  in  the  NSOPF-88  faculty  data  file.  Nearly  all  non-U.S.  institutions  were 
automatically  coded  in  this  manner.  The  remaining  uncodable  institutions  were  manually  coded  after 
hardcopy  inspection  by  coding  staff.  The  weighted  proportions  of  respondents  who  received  degrees  fi-om 
non-U.S.  institutions  were  as  follows:  5.3  percent  for  the  highest  degree  listed,  6.3  percent  for  the  second 
highest  degree,  10.9  percent  for  the  third  highest  degree,  and  19.9  percent  for  fourth  highest  degree. 

Country.  Country  was  coded  at  Question  B 1 6E(  1 -4)  when  the  institution  reported  was  foreign  and  could  not 
be  coded  within  the  IPEDS  codeframe  and  at  Questions  F56  and  F57,  which  asked  for  the  respondent’s 
country  of  birth  and/or  citizenship.  Geo-coding  of  foreign  countries  was  also  performed  automatically  after 
data  entry  of  the  questionnaire  in  CADE  or  CATI  was  complete.  The  codeframe  was  constructed  using  the 
codes  compiled  for  NSOPF-88,  with  additional  codes  added  as  necessary.  A few  foreign  institutions  were 
manually  coded  based  on  city  (for  example,  Moscow)  or  institution  name  (for  example.  The  Sorbonne). 

“Other  specify”  and  verbatim  text.  Coding  of  text  entered  at  Questions  A2,  A9,  E47P,  was  performed  after 
CADE  and  CATI  were  complete.  In  most  cases,  the  text  was  coded  to  the  existing  codes.  For  Questions  A2, 
A9,  and  E47P,  the  codeframes  were  expanded  to  accommodate  verbatim  responses  that  could  not  be  coded  to 
the  existing  options. 
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Question  A2 — codes  added  for  administrative  titles  or  positions  listed  as  respondent’s 
principal  activity  during  the  1992  Fall  Term  are: 


9, 

Dean,  acting/interim/associate/assistant  dean 

10, 

Chair,  acting/associate/assistant  chair 

11, 

Director/head/coordinator  (of  a program,  group,  field  of  study) 

12, 

President,  chief 

13, 

Assistant  to  the  president 

14, 

Vice  president,  associate/assistant  vice  president 

15. 

Administrator,  manager  ' 

16, 

Chancellor,  provost 

17, 

Chaplain 

18, 

Advisor,  counselor 

19. 

Librarian,  library  director 

20, 

Registrar 

21,  ‘ 

Secretary,  miscellaneous  clerical 

23. 

Athletic  director,  coach 

24. 

Other 

Question  A9 — 

respondent’s  academic  rank,  title,  or  position  during  the  1992  Fall  Term. 

Codes  added  to  the  codeframe  are: 

7. 

Visiting  faculty/teacher/unspecified 

8,' 

Professor  emeritus 

9. 

Dean 

10, 

Chairperson 

11, 

Director,  head,  coordinator,  executive 

12. 

Administration,  administrator 

13. 

Management,  supervisor 

14. 

Postdoctoral 

15, 

Research  fellow/scientist/professor 

16, 

President,  chancellor 

17. 

Chaplain 

18. 

Counselor,  mentor,  advisor 

19. 

Librarian,  curator 

20. 

Research  associate/assistant 

21. 

Secretary,  miscellaneous  clerical 

22'. 

Adjunct  faculty/teacher/unspecified 

23, 

Coach 

24. 

Other  ^ 

Question  E47P- 

—respondents  recorded  income  from  two  additional  ‘‘other”  sources.  All 

verbatim  entries 

5 were  then  reviewed  and  additional  codes  were  created; 

PI. 

Gfants/fellowships  (local/state/federal) 

P2. 

Retirement/p ens ion/ S ocial  S ecurity/ unemp loyment 

P3. 

Military/pension/retirement/other  military 

P4. 

Alimony/child  support/spouse  income 

P5. 

Dividends/annuities/trust  fund/stocks 

P6. 

Government  (local/state/federal)  } 

O 

ERJC 
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P7.  Loans 

P8.  Real  estate,  rental  properties 

P9.  Other  income 

An  additional  28  items  with  “other  specify”  response  choices  were  eligible  for  coding  based  on  verbatim 
responses,  but  were  not  coded.  Several  of  these  items  retained  only  a small  percentage  of  codable  items. 
Others  had  key  data  missing,  making  them  impossible  to  code.  One  question,  F53B,  which  included  verbatim 
responses  to  the  “other  specify”  option  for  respondent  race/ethnicity,  was  left  unchanged  on  the  data  file.  No 
effort  was  made  to  code  the  verbatim  responses  for  Question  F53B. 

6.4.3  Faculty  Questionnaire  Eligibility  Review 

At  the  close  of  data  collection  for  the  faculty  survey,  all  completed  faculty  questionnaires  were  reviewed  to 
determine  if  any  respondents  were  ineligible.  This  review  was  done  on  several  levels.  First,  the  responses  to 
Question  A9  in  the  faculty  questionnaire,  “Which  of  the  following  best  describes  your  academic  rank,  title,  or 
position  at  this  institution  during  the  1992  Fall  Term?”  were  examined.  Verbatim  responses  to  Question  A9 
were  reviewed  for  evidence  of  ineligibility.  These  generally  consisted  of  cases  in  which  the  respondent  had 
given  a title  such  as  research  assistant,  graduate  assistant,  lab  assistant,  or  teaching  or  research  fellow.  If  a 
questionable  case  showed  any  sign  of  eligibility  (for  example,  providing  responses  to  the  question  on  classes 
taught  or  indicating  faculty  status)  the  respondent  was  assumed  to  be  eligible.  This  review  uncovered  23 
respondents  who  were  deemed  to  be  ineligible  and  their  questionnaire  data  were  deleted. 

The  second,  more  automated,  review  was  performed  on  cases  in  which  the  respondent  answered  “no”  to 
Question  1 (“Did  you  have  any  instructional  duties?”)  and  Question  3 (“Did  you  have  faculty  status?”).  All 
such  records  were  examined,  using  additional  data  from  the  questionnaire  to  guide  the  determination  of 
eligibility.  As  a result  of  this  review,  some  additional  respondents  were  deemed  ineligible  and  their 
questionnaire  data  were  deleted. 

6.4.4  Institution  Questionnaire  Coding 

Coding  for  the  institution  questionnaire  was  performed  for  verbatim  definitions  of  full-time  and  part-time 
faculty,  both  instructional  and  non-instructional,  and  permanent  and  temporary  faculty  listed  on  page  2 of  the 
questionnaire.  The  codeframe  used  to  code  institutional  definitions  of  faculty  was  constructed  based  on 
responses  from  a sample  of  100  questionnaires,  selected  to  represent  all  institutional  strata.  Codes  were  then 
fine  tuned  for  each  individual  category  to  include  relevant  variations  and  responses  unique  to  each  category. 

Once  the  codeframe  was  created,  a computer-assisted  coding  system  was  used  to  code  the  verbatim  responses 
to  faculty  definitions  for  all  completed  institution  questionnaires.  Verbatim  responses  were  data-entered  into 
the  system,  and  then  coded  on  a case-by-case  basis  using  the  established  codeframe.  Responses  to 
questionnaire  items  AlA-D  and  A2A-D  (numbers  of  different  types  of  staff  employed  during  the  1992  Fall 
Term)  and  B 15  and  C3 1 (availability  of  benefits  to  temporary  staff)  appeared  on-screen  to  assist  in  the 
interpretation  of  responses,  particularly  when  a category  was  left  blank. 

Once  all  definitions  were  coded,  a hardcopy  printout  of  responses  by  category  was  reviewed  for  accuracy  and 
consistency.  Errors  were  marked  on  the  printout  and  corrections  were  made  to  the  file.  After  all  corrections 
were  made,  the  code  file  was  merged  with  the  institution  questionnaire  datafile. 

Faculty  codeframe.  Most  responses  made  reference  to  workload  (number  of  hours  worked,  etc.)  as  part  of 
the  definition  for  full  or  part-time  faculty.  However,  a response  was  coded  as  “defined  by  workload”  only 
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when  no  other  factors  were  mentioned  in  the  definition;  other  codes  include  “workload”  as  an  implicit  part  of 
the  definition. 


Responses  were  coded  as  matching  IPEDS  definitions  when  the  institution  specifically  said  it  used  the  IPEDS 
definition  (or  the  glossary  definition),  or  the  response  closely  matched  the  glossary  definition.  If  an 
institufion  mentioned  additional  factors  not  in  the  IP EDS/ glossary  definition,  or  if  it  was  unclear  that  the 
definition  matched  IPEDS,  it  was  coded  in  another  appropriate  category.  Missing  responses  were  coded  as 
“not  applicable”  if  answers  to  A lA-D,  A2A-D,  B15  or  C3 1 clearly  indicated  that  there  were  no  faculty  in  a 
given  category.  The  following  are  codes  and  definitions  for  each  type  of  faculty/staff; 


Full-time  instructional  faculty  and  staff: 

1 . defined  by  compensation  or  benefits  (and  teaching  load) 

2.  defined  by  length  or  terms  of  contract  (and  teaching  load) 

3.  defined  by  teaching  load  and/or  other  duties  and  responsibilities  only  (number  of  courses  per 
term  or  year/number  of  hours  or  week/student  contact  hours/days  worked  per  term  or  year) 

4.  defined  by  rank/title/faculty  status/voting  privileges  or  senate  membership  (and  teaching 
load) 

5.  IPEDS/matching  IPEDS  definition 

6.  defined  by  funding  source  or  type  of.fimding/iegislative  body/other  governing  body  (private 
or  public)  and  teaching  load 

7 defined  by  tenure  status — tenured  or  tenure  track — and  teaching  load 

8.  other  governmental  or  organizational  definition  used 

9.  other 

1 0.  not  applicable/no  faculty  in  this  category 

Full-time  non-instructional  faculty 
1 defined  by  compensation  or  benefits  (and  workload) 

2.  defined  by  length  or  terms  of  contract  (and  workload)- 

3.  defined  by  workload  and/or  other  duties  and  responsibilities  only 

4.  defined  by  rank/title/faculty  status/voting  privileges  or  senate  membership  (and  workload) 

5.  IPEDS/matching  IPEDS  definition  . ' 

6.  defined  by  fimding  source  or  type  of  fimding^egislative  body/other  governing  body  (private 

or  public)  (and  workload)  . ' 

7.  defined  by  tenure  status  (and  workload) 

8.  other  governmental  or  organizational  definition  used 

9.  other 

10.  not  applicable/no  faculty  in  this  category 


Part-time  instructional  faculty  and  staff- 
1 defined  by  compensation  or  benefits  (and  teaching  load) 

2.  defined  by  length  or  terms  of  contract  (and  teaching  load) 

3.  defined  by  teaching  load  and/or  other  duties  and  responsibilities  only  (number  of  courses  per 

4. 

5. 

6.  defined  by  funding  source  or  type  of  fimding/legislative  body/other  governing  body  (private 
or  public)  (and  teaching  load) 

7.  defined  by  tenure  status  (tenured/tenure  track) 

8.  defined  by  lack  of  tenure  status  or  ineligibility  for  tenure  (and  teaching  load)  (i.e.,  not  tenured 
or  tenure  track) 


lerm  or  year/numoer  ot  hours  or  week/student  contact  hours/days  worked  per  term  or  year) 
defined  by  faculty  status(including  adjunct)/rank/title/level  of  privileges  (and  teaching  load) 
IPEDS/matching  IPEDS  & v e ; 
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9.  other  governmental  or  organizational  definition  used 

10.  defined  by  lack  of  faculty  status  or  privileges 

1 1 . other 

12.  not  applicable/no  faculty  in  this  category 

Part-time  non-instructional  faculty; 

1 . defined  by  compensation  or  benefits  (and  workload) 

2.  defined  by  length  or  terms  of  contract  (and  workload) 

3.  defined  by  workload  and/or  types  of  duties  and  responsibilities  only 

4.  defined  by  faculty  status  (inch  adjunct  faculty )/rank/title/level  of  privileges  (and  workload) 

5.  defined  by  lack  of  faculty  status  (and  workload) 

6.  IPEDS/matching  IP  EDS  definition 

7.  defined  by  funding  source  or  type  of  funding/legislative  body/other  governing  body  (private 
or  public)  (and  workload) 

8.  defined  by  tenure  status  (and  work  load) 

9.  defined  by  lack  of  tenure  status  /ineligibility  for  tenure  (and  work  load) 

10.  other  governmental  or  organizational  definition  used 

1 1 . other 

12.  not  applicable/no  faculty  in  this  category 

Permanent  facultv/instructional  staff 

1 . defined  by  compensation  or  benefits  (and  workload) 

2.  defined  by  length  or  terms  of  contract  (and  workload) 

3.  defined  by  teaching  load  and/or  other  duties  and  responsibilities  only  (number  of  courses  per 
term  or  year/number  of  hours  or  week/student  contact  hours/days  worked  per  term  or  year) 

4.  defined  by  rank/title/faculty  status/voting  privileges  or  senate  membership  (and  workload) 

5.  IPEDS/matching  IP  EDS  definition 

6.  defined  by  funding  source  or  type  of  funding/legislative  body/other  governing  body  (private 
or  public)  (and  workload) 

7.  defined  by  tenure  status — tenured  /tenure  track  (and  workload) 

8.  defined  by  tenure  status — tenured  only 

9.  other  governmental  or  organizational  definition  used 

10.  other 

1 1 . not  applicable/no  faculty  in  this  category 

Temporary  faculty/instructional  staff 

1 . defined  by  compensation  or  benefits  (and  workload) 

2.  defined  by  length  or  terms  of  contract  (and  workload) 

3.  defined  by  work  load  and/or  other  duties  and  responsibilities  only  (number  of  courses  per 
term  or  year/number  of  hours  or  week/student  contact  hours/days  worked  per  term  or  year) 

4.  defined  by  faculty  status  (inch  visiting  faculty)/rank/title  /level  of  privileges 

5.  defined  by  lack  of  faculty  status 

6.  IPEDS/matching  IPEDS 

7.  defined  by  funding  source  or  type  of  funding/legislative  body/other  governing  body  (private 
or  public)  (and  workload) 

8.  defined  as  tenure  track  faculty  only/faculty  not  yet  tenured  (but  not  ineligible  for  tenure) 

9.  defined  as  non-tenure  track  faculty  only/not  eligible  for  tenure 

10.  other  governmental  or  organizational  definition  used 

11.  other 

12.  not  applicable  no  faculty  in  this  category 
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“Other  specify”  and  verbatim  text.  In  addition  to  the  six  questions  from  which  the  faculty  codeffame  was 
developed,  six  other  institution  questionnaire  items  were  eligible  for  verbatim  or  “other  specify”  responses. 
Of  these,  only  the  answers  to  Questions  BlOCl  and  C26C1,  which  asked  for  a description  of  “any  other 
actions”  taken  to  lower  the  percent  of  tenured  faculty  (for  full-time  instructional  faculty  and  for  full-time  non- 
instructional  faculty,  respectively)  provided  consistent  verbatim  responses.  For  both  Questions  BlOCl  and 
C26C1,  the  most  frequently  cited  actions  taken  to  reduce  the  percent  of  tenured  faculty  involved  downsizing, 
redefining  positions  as  non-tenured,  and  offering  early  retirement  incentives.  The  complete  listing  of  all 
“other  specify”  and  verbatim  responses  is  stored  in  electronic  text  form  at  NCES. 

6.5  Scan  Editing,  Machine  Editing,  and  Imputation 

6.5.1  Faculty  Questionnaire  Editing  and  Imputation 

Prior  to  data  entry,  editors  scanned  faculty  questionnaires  for  readability,  completeness,  and  overall  adequacy. 
Problems  (e.g.,  eligibility  questions,  incomplete  questionnaires,  etc.)  were  identified  and  forwarded  to  an 
edit/coding  supervisor  for  resolution. 

Range  errors,  logical  inconsistencies,  erroneous  skip  patterns,  and  any  missing  critical  items  were  identified 
by  a computer-based  cleaning  and  editing  system  specifically  developed  for  NSOPF-93.  Whenever  a case 
had  one  or  more  critical  items  missing,  CADE  operators  were  notified  of  the  specific  items  that  required 
retrieval  and  prompted  to  route  the  case  to  the  telephone  retrieval  supervisor  for  follow-up.  Moreover,  the 
program  identified  out-of-range  responses  during  data-entiy  and  did  not  allow  them  to  be  keyed  without 
confirmation  that  the  response  was  accurately  entered. 

For  erroneous  skip  patterns,  values  were  logically  assigned  as  feasible  on  the  basis  of  the  presence  or  absence 
of  responses  within  the  skip  pattern,  given  the  responses  provided.  For  errors  that  could  not  be  corrected  in 
this  fashion,  the  hardcopy  questionnaire  was  inspected  and  if  necessary,  the  respondent  was  called  to  try  to 
resolve  the  problem.  Questionnaires  with  missing  critical  items  were  forwarded  to  telephone  interviewers  for 
retrieval. 

Range  errors  were  exanuned  and  corrected  through  hardcopy  examination,  which  involved  reviewing  a 
sample  of  cases  with  out-of-range  responses  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  responses  were  caused  by 
something  other  than  random  variation  or  unique  respondent  situations.  Following  the  examination,  variables 
were  treated  in  one  of  two  ways.  In  some  cases,  the  out-of-range  response  was  topped  off  at  the  highest  value 
encompassing  99.9  percent  of  the  responses.  There  were  no  out-of-range  values  at  the  low  end  of  the  value 
range.  As  part  of  the  cleaning  and  editing  process,  out-of-range  values  in  a series  or  set  of  related  items  were 
“scaled”  proportionally  to  an  overall  total. 

On  the  fewer  than  1 percent  of  the  cases  for  which  data  on  gender,  race,  and  employment  status  of  faculty 
were  missing,  the  data  were  directly  imputed  whenever  possible.  This  information  had  already  been  collected 
for  most  faculty  on  the  sampling  lists  supplied  by  participating  institutions.  Additional  editing  and 
consistency  checks  were  run  to  enforce  ranges,  skip  pattern  rules,  and  logical  consistency  among 
questionnaire  items. 

Because  of  the  large  amount  of  questionnaire  data,  a system  of  algorithms  was  developed  to  check  and,  if 
possible,  to  correct  the  validity  of  data  elements.  The  principal  rule  was  to  preserve  data  collected  from  the 
questionnaires  while  correcting  logical  inconsistencies  between  related  data  elements.  After  cleaning,  those 
data  elements  that  remained  missing  were  subsequently  imputed. 
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Depending  on  the  scale  of  the  variable  being  imputed,  one  of  two  methods  were  used:  1)  Regression 
imputation  was  used  for  continuous  and  dichotomous  variables;  and  2)  Hotdeck  imputation  was  used  for 
unordered  polytomous  variables.  The  regression  method  incorporated  in  NCES’s  PROC  IMPUTE  was  used 
to  impute  missing  values  for  approximately  90  percent  of  the  395  items  on  the  faculty  questionnaire^^.  Of  the 
total  of  395  items,  353  were  imputed  using  the  regression-based  imputation  procedures  only. 

After  a first  round  of  imputation  using  PROC  IMPUTE,  the  distributions  and  values  of  imputed  items  were 
compared  to  distributions  and  values  for  recorded  items  (i,e,  non-missing  data).  These  comparisons  helped  to 
pinpoint  variables  needing  special  treatment  in  order  to  produce  credible  imputed  values.  Special  steps  were 
taken  to  address  particular  problems  arising  during  imputation.  These  were: 

“Spikes”  at  zero  values.  A number  of  variables  showed  “spikes,”  where  the  same  value  was  imputed  to  a 
number  of  cases  within  an  imputation  cell.  To  address  the  problem  of  spikes  at  the  zero  value,  these  variables 
were  reimputed  in  two  steps.  First,  a dummy  variable  to  flag  cases  as  containing  a zero  value  or  a value 
greater  than  zero  was  modeled.  Second,  only  those  cases  which  received  the  imputed  dummy  value  greater 
than  zero  were  modeled  using  the  standard  regression-based  imputation  procedures.  This  two-step  process 
“smoothed  out”  the  distribution  of  imputed  values,  eliminating  the  spikes  at  zero. 

Illogical/implausible  imputed  values.  The  first  round  of  regression-based  imputation  assigned  values  to 
items  B20A  and  B20B  (faculty  productivity  measures,  i,e,  books  and  articles  published,  presentations, 
patents,  etc,).  However,  this  imputation  produced  inappropriate  imputations  for  particular  types  of  faculty. 

For  example,  records  of  faculty  members  whose  reported  teaching  and  research  fields  had  nothing  to  do  with 
artistic  performance  were  imputed  to  have  performed  artistic  presentations.  Likewise,  faculty  members  whose 
reported  areas  of  activity  included  teaching,  but  no  research,  were  imputed  to  have  performed  research 
activities.  In  order  to  address  these  cases,  another  regression  model  including  eight  more  predictors — in 
addition  to  the  five  “core  predictors” — was  specified  for  PROC  IMPUTE  to  impute  values  for  questionnaire 
sections  whose  items  depended  on  proper  specifications  of  teaching  and  research  activities. 

Imputing  DKs.  Two  imputations  were  performed  for  selected  items  in  the  faculty  questionnaire  with  “don’t 
know”  responses,  where  this  caused  30  percent  or  more  of  the  responses  to  be  eligible  for  imputation.  In  the 
first  imputation,  “don’t  knows”  were  treated  as  legitimate  responses.  For  these  items,  in  the  first  imputation, 
missing  responses  were  imputed  across  all  response  categories,  including  the  “don’t  know”  category.  In  the 
second  imputation,  “don’t  knows”  were  set  to  “missing”  before  imputation  was  performed.  Two  imputations 
were  done  to  allow  researchers  to  choose  how  to  treat  “don’t  knows”  in  their  analyses.  Two  variables  were 
used  to  signal  these  different  approaches  to  imputation.  The  first,  the  survey  variable,  preserved  “don’t 
know”  as  a legitimate  response.  The  second,  identified  by  the  letter  “Y”  preceding  the  variable  name,  includes 
imputation  for  “don’t  know”  as  well  as  “missing.”  The  following  faculty  variables  had  two  imputations 
performed. 


^^For  a description  of  this  technique,  see  American  Institutes  of  Research,  Guidebook  for  Imputation  of 
Missing  Data  (August,  1980).  AIR  prepared  this  guidebook  for  the  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics,  under 
contract  #300-78-150. 
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Survey 

variables 

Imputed-DK 

variables 

Variable  description 

D42 

YD42 

Age  most  likely  to  stop  working  at  a postsecondary  institution 

D44 

YD44 

Draw  on  retirement  and  continue  working  at  institution  part-time 

D45 

YD45 

Take  early  retirement  option  at  institution 

D46 

YD46 

Age  most  likely  to  retire  from  paid  employment 

F58A 

YF58A 

Mother’s  education 

F58B 

YF58B 

Father’s  education 

F60A-F60I 

YF60A-YF60I 

Opinion  questions  about  institution,  faculty  and  students 

“Sequential  nearest  neighbor”  hotdeck  imputations  were  used  on  42  items,  the  majority  of  them  polytomous 
or  categorical  variables.  Three  items  used  both  regression-based  and  hot  deck  imputations.  To  carry  out  the 
hotdeck  imputations,  the  faculty  file  was  first  sorted  by  the  following  variables:  ISTRATUM  (institution 
sampling  stratum),  A4  (full-time/part-time  stratus),  OSGROUP  (faculty  oversampling  stratum),  F5 1 (faculty 
member  gender),  XO 1F52  (faculty  member  age)  and  a random  number  variable.  Then  the  computer  program 
proceeded  sequentially  through  the  sorted  file,  replacing  each  missing  value  by  the  last  non-missing  value. 

All  imputation  was  followed  by  a final  series  of  cleaning  passes  that  resulted  in  generally  clean  and  logically 
consistent  data.  Some  residual  inconsistencies  between  different  data  elements  remained  in  situations  in 
which  it  was  impossible  to  resolve  the  ambiguity  as  reported  by  the  respondent. 

6.5.2  Institution  Questionnaire  Editing  and  Imputation 

Two  manual  edits  were  conducted  for  the  institution  questionnaire:  the  first  checked  for  missing  critical  items, 
while  the  second,  performed  immediately  prior  to  data  entry,  checked  for  filter  questions  that  could  be  coded  ' 
based  on  subsequent  responses  and  responses  that  could  be  coded  or  corrected  based  on  verbatims  or 
documentation  accompanying  the  questionnaire.  Questionnaires  were  also  reviewed  for  valid  responses  that 
did  not  fit  into  existing  categories  and  for  inter-item  consistency. 

As  with  the  faculty  questionnaire,  a computer-based  editing  system  was  employed  to  check  data  for  range 
errors,  logical  inconsistencies,  and  erroneous  skip  patterns.  Any  missing  or  inconsistent  critical  items  were 
identified  for  retrieval.  Hardcopy  questionnaires  were  reviewed  to  resolve  logical  inconsistencies  or  skip 
pattern  errors;  out-of-range  responses  were  reviewed  to  determine  if  they  were  legitimate.  If  necessary,  the 
institutions  were  recontacted  to  try  to  resolve  the  problem. 

After  data  entry  was  completed,  institution  data  were  run  through  additional  consistency  checks  designed  to 
flag  data  entry  errors  and  inter-item  inconsistencies;  data  entry  errors  were  corrected  based  on  a review  of  the 
hardcopy  questionnaire,  inter-item  discrepancies  that  were  clearly  the  result  of  systematic  error  were 
corrected  through  programmed  cleaning  statements. 

Because  the  faculty  counts  (at  Questions  A1 A-AID,  B2  and  C20)  and  counts  of  tenure/tenure-track  faculty 
(at  Questions  B6  and  C22)  that  institutions  provided  were  often  estimated  or  provided  by  multiple  offices 
(whose  records  may  not  match  precisely),  a small  margin  of  error  was  allowed  for  inter-item  discrepancies. 
Responses  falling  outside  this  range  were  individually  reviewed  and  corrected,  if  possible,  based  on  other 
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questionnaire  data.  Discrepancies  outside  this  margin  of  error  were  reviewed  again,  and,  as  appropriate,  set  to 
missing. 

On  the  NSOPF-93  institution  file,  substantive  responses  were  imputed  for  missing  data  using  the  regression 
method.  “Don’t  know”  responses  were  also  imputed  to  distribute  “don’t  know  across  all  response 
categories.  Following  imputation,  a number  of  inter-item  consistency  checks  and  post-imputation  cleaning 
procedures  were  implemented  to  produce  logically  consistent  and  valid  data. 

Imputed  values  at  A2A-2F  (counts  for  instructional  faculty)  and  C20A-F  (counts  for  non-instructional 
faculty)  were  corrected  whenever  possible  by  performing  the  math  for  non-imputed  values  to  arrive  at  a 
contextually  accurate  amount.  When  multiple  items  were  imputed,  variables  were  corrected  by  using  mean 
values  to  arrive  at  values  proportionate  to  faculty  totals.  Errors  in  counts  of  tenured/tenure  track  faculty 
were  similarly  cleaned  by  using  mean  values  to  arrive  at  values  proportionate  to  the  total  number  of 
permanent  faculty  (at  Question  A2A)  in  the  questionnaire.  Those  values  replaced  imputed  values  that 
caused  the  total  number  of  tenured/tenure  track  faculty  to  be  larger  than  the  total  number  of  temporary  and 
permanent  faculty  reported  at  Question  A1  A. 

A small  number  of  discrepancies  at  Questions  A2A-F  and  C20-F  resulting  from  non-imputed  data  were 
allowed  to  stand.  In  these  instances,  discrepancies  could  not  be  corrected  by  using  relevant  questionnaire 
data.  Hardcopy  data  for  each  case  was  reviewed  to  check  for  data-entry  errors,  or  other  problems 
indicating  whether  the  value  should  be  corrected  or  set  to  missing  and  imputed. 

Answers  at  Question  B17  (percent  of  undergraduate  instruction  carried  out  by  full-time  faculty)  were 
cleaned  so  that  the  total  of  Questions  B17  and  D41  (percent  of  undergraduate  instruction  carried  out  by 
part-time  faculty)  was  not  greater  than  100  percent.  Responses  totaling  less  or  more  than  100  percent  were 
reviewed  individually  and  cleaned  on  a case-by-case  basis. 

6.6  Retrieval  of  Missing  Data 

Appendices  I and  J contain  lists  of  the  items  deemed  critical  for  both  survey  questionnaires.  If  one  or  more  of 
these  items  were  missing,  calls  were  made  to  retrieve  the  missing  information.  For  the  faculty  questionnaire, 
out  of  the  20,785  self-administered  instruments,  approximately  5,705  (27  percent)  were  identified  for 
retrieval.  Retrieval  was  completed  for  5,483  (96  percent)  of  these  questionnaires.  Of  the  5,483  cases  for 
which  retrieval  was  completed,  respondents  provided  some  or  all  of  the  missing  data  required  in 
approximately  84  percent  of  the  cases.  The  remaining  16  percent  of  the  5,483  cases  were  determined  to  be 
complete  without  retrieval  based  on  policy  decisions  reviewed  with  NCES.  All  faculty  retrieval  activities 
were  completed  by  January  29,  1994. 

Faculty  self-administered  questionnaires  (SAQs)  identified  through  the  edit  program  as  having  missing  data 
on  critical  items  were  forwarded  to  interviewers  for  additional  follow-up.  Case  records  were  routed  to  a 
special  location  within  CADE.  Telephone  retrievers  were  provided  with  the  hardcopy  SAQ,  accompanied  by  a 
retrieval  form  listing  items  to  be  retrieved.  The  interviewer  reviewed  the  hardcopy  before  calling  to  confirm 
that  the  case  needed  retrieval.  “Don’t  knows”  and  “refusals”  were  considered  legitimate  responses  for 
retrieval  purposes  and  not  followed  up.  Interviewers  accessed  contact  information  and  updated  case 
dispositions  through  the  CATI  system.  New  data  were  recorded  directly  on  the  hardcopy  questionnaire  and 
entered  by  data  preparation  staff 

For  the  institution  questionnaires,  178  (20  percent)  were  identified  for  retrieval.  Retrieval  was  completed  for 
172  (97  percent)  of  these  cases.  All  institution  retrieval  activities  were  completed  by  June  8,  1994. 
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Retrievals  for  the  institution  questionnaire  were  identified  largely  through  the  two  manual  edits  prior  to  data 
entry;  again,  “don’t  knows”  and  “refusals”  were  considered  legitimate  responses  and  not  retrieved. 
Information  was  obtained  both  over  the  telephone  and  by  fax.  Once  retrieval  efforts  for  a case  had  been 
completed,  the  questionnaire  was  sent  to  data  entry.  If  a retrieval  was  identified  during  the  data  entry  process, 
the  operator  discontinued  data  entry  on  that  case  and  routed  it  to  a supervisor  for  review;  if  the  information 
could  not  be  obtained  from  existing  documentation,  the  supervisor  then  forwarded  the  case  to  an  interviewer 
for  telephone  retrieval. 

6.7  Storage  and  Protection  of  Completed  Instruments 

Whenever  questionnaires  were  not  being  processed,  they  were  stored  in  a restricted  area;  access  was  limited 
to  authorized  project  staff  who  had  signed  the  NCES  Affidavit  of  Nondisclosure  and  had  it  notarized.  The 
room  was  locked  at  night  and  protected  by  a surveillance  system. 

Data  integrity  was  further  ensured  through  a combination  of  electronic  system  access  restrictions,  screen 
update  rules,  and  system  maintenance  and  backup  procedures  that  protected  against  unauthorized  system 
access,  mistakes  in  case  information  entry,  and  data  loss.  Every  night  all  files  used  by  the  system  were  copied 
to  tape  and  stored  in  a secure  location.  Information  that  identified  individuals  was  maintained  in  physically 
separate  files  accessible  only  to  authorized  project  staff 

Long-term  storage  of  hardcopy  documents  is  maintained  in  secure  facilities  with  24-hour  surveillance,  both  at 
the  contractor’s  Central  Office  and  off-site,  with  access  limited  to  authorized  project  staff  who  signed  and  had 
the  NCES  Affidavit  of  Nondisclosure  notarized. 
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7.  Institution  and  Faculty  Unit  Response  and  Nonresponse 
7.1  Institution  Response  Rates  and  Participation  Rates 

The  NSOPF-93  institution  sample  consisted  of  962  eligible  institutions,  780  from  the  initial  sample,  and  182 
from  the  supplemental  sample.  Each  of  the  eligible  institutions  was  sent  a NSOPF-93  institution 
questionnaire  and  materials  requesting  faculty  sampling  lists.  A total  of  872  institutions  completed  the 
institution  questionnaire,  702  in  the  initial  sample  and  170  in  the  supplemental  sample.  A total  of  8 17 
institutions  submitted  faculty  sampling  lists,  663  in  the  initial  sample  and  154  in  the  supplemental  sample. 
Exhibit  7-1  illustrates  these  data. 

Exhibit  7- 1 shows  the  institution  questionnaire  response  rates  based  on  the  number  of  eligible  institutions.  As 
previously  noted,  1 2 institutions  were  found  to  be  ineligible  during  data  collection.  Therefore,  the  number  of 
eligible  institutions  is  962,  reflecting  the  subtraction  of  12  ineligible  institutions  from  the  974  sampled 
institutions.  The  institution  questionnaire  response  rate  is  calculated  as  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  completed 
institution-level  questionnaires  to  the  number  of  institutions  in  the  sample,  minus  the  number  of  ineligible 
institutions,  or  872/(974-  12)  = 90.6  percent.  The  institution  questionnaire  response  rates  for  the  separate 
initial  and  supplemental  samples  were  90  percent  and  93.4  percent,  respectively.  The  participation  rate, 
defined  as  the  percentage  of  eligible  institutions  which  provide  faculty  sampling  lists,  was  an  overall  84.9 
percent.  Participation  rates  for  initial  and  supplemental  samples  differed  only  slightly.  The  participation  rate 
for  initial  sample  institutions  was  85  percent,  and  the  participation  rate  for  supplemental  institutions  was  84.6 
percent. 


Exhibit  7-1:  Institution  questionnaire  and  faculty  list 
response  rates  (unweighted)  by  sample  component 


Sample 

component 

Eligible  sample 
(1) 

Completed 

institution 

questionnaire 

(2) 

Submitted 
faculty 
sampling  list 

(3) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
response  rate 

(2)/(l) 

(unweighted 

percent) 

Participation 
rate  (3)/(l) 
(unweighted 
percent) 

Initial 

780 

702 

663 

90.0 

85.0 

Supplemental 

182 

170 

154 

93.4 

84.6 

Initial  + 
supplemental 

962 

872 

817 

90.6 

84.9 

7.2  Characteristics  of  Institution  Questionnaire  Response  and  Nonresponse 

Exhibit  7-2  displays  the  weighted  response  rates  for  the  institution  questionnaire  and  weighted  participation 
rates  by  key  sampling  characteristics.  When  control  (public/private)  and  level  of  offering  (two-year/four- 
year)  are  considered,  public  four-year  institutions  (89.2  percent)  had  lower  institution  questionnaire  response 
rates  than  other  types  of  institutions.  While  the  100  percent  response  rate  for  private,  two-year  institutions  is 
likely  an  artifact  of  the  small  number  of  cases,  the  response  rate  for  the  much  larger  sample  of  public  two- 
year  institutions  was  94.0  percent.  Private  four-year  institutions  responded  at  a rate  of  94.2  percent.  Exhibit 
7-2  also  displays  participation  rates — a measure  of  the  institution  cooperation  with  the  faculty  siuwey, 
measured  by  the  percentage  of  eligible  institutions  submitting  faculty  sampling  lists.  Public  four-year 
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institutions  had  the  highest  participation  rate  (88.2  percent),  followed  by  public  two-year  (85.2  percent), 
private  four-year  (81.5  percent)  and  private  two-year  institutions  (73.3  percent). 


Exhibit  7-2:  Institution  questionnaire  response  rate  and  faculty  list 
participation  rate  (weighted)  by  institution  type  and  control 


Level  and  control 
of  institution 

Eligible 

sample 

Institution  questionnaire 
reSDonse  rate  (weighted) 

Faculty  list  participation  rate 
(weiffhted) 

Complete 

Percent 

Complete 

Percent 

Public  four-year 

331 

292 

89.2 

295 

88.2 

Public  two-year 

333 

314 

94.0 

273 

85.2 

Private  four-year 

284 

252 

94.2 

238 

81.5 

Private  two-year 

14 

14 

100.0 

11 

73.3 

Total 

962 

872 

93.6 

817 

83.4 

Exhibit  7-3  reports  weighted  institution  questionnaire  response  rates  and  weighted  faculty  list  participation 
rates  for  institutions  grouped  according  to  institution  sampling  strata.  Institution  questionnaire  response  rates 
ranged  from  a low  of  80  percent,  for  public  medical  schools,  to  a high  of  100  percent  in  four  strata  with 
comparatively  small  samples:  private  religious,  private  two-year,  public  other  and  private  unknown 
institutions.  For  the  three  largest  strata,  response  rates  were  85.7  percent  for  the  research/public  other  Ph.D. 
strata  (where  all  institutions  were  selected  with  certainty),  89.9  percent  for  public  comprehensive  institutions, 
and  94  percent  for  public  two-year  institutions,  respectively.  Overall,  the  institution  questionnaire  response 
rate  was  93.6  percent  (weighted). 

Institution  participation  rates  generally  fell  short  of  institution  questionnaire  response  rates.  However,  in  the 
research/public  other  Ph.D.  strata,  the  faculty  list  participation  rate  (90.5  percent)  exceeded  the  response  rate 
to  the  institution  questionnaire  (85.7  percent).  In  other  words,  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  sample  was  drawn  from 
a higher  proportion  of  eligible  research/public  other  Ph.D.  institutions  than  the  proportion  of  research/public 
other  Ph.D.  institutions  whose  institution  representatives  responded  to  the  institution  survey.  The  lowest 
participation  rates,  ranging  from  62.5  percent  to  71.1  percent,  occurred  among  institutions  classified  in  the 
private  two-year,  the  other  (both  public  and  private)  and  private  “unknown”  strata.  The  highest 
participation  rates  occurred  among  strata  with  small  samples.  Participation  rates  for  the  three  largest  strata, 
the  research/public  other  Ph.D.,  public  comprehensive,  and  public  two-year  strata  were  90.5  percent,  88.5 
percent  and  84.8  percent,  respectively. 
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Exhibit  7-3:  Institution  questionnaire  response  rate  and  faculty  list 


participation  rate  (weighted)  by  institution  sam 

)Ijng  stratum 

Institution  stratum 

Eligible 

sample 

Institution  questionnaire 
response  rate  (weighted) 

Faculty  list  pai 
rate  (weifi 

rticipation 

hted) 

Complete 

Percent 

Complete 

Percent 

Private  other  Ph.D. 

46 

39 

84.8 

40 

87.0 

Public  comprehensive 

159 

144 

89.9 

141 

88.5 

Private  comprehensive 

82 

71 

88.8 

67 

78.3 

Public  liberal  arts 

3 

2 

84.7 

3 

ioo.o 

Private  liberal  arts 

68 

66 

98.7 

60 

89.4 

Public  medical 

25 

20 

80.0 

21 

84.1 

Private  medical 

10 

9 

92.2 

10 

100.0 

Private  religious 

18 

18 

100.0 

14 

77.1 

Public  two-year 

316 

298 

94.0 

258 

84.8 

Private  two-year 

10 

10 

100.0 

8 

71.1 

Public  other 

7 

7 

100.0 

6 

62.5 

Private  other 

24 

T9 

83.2 

15 

68.3 

Public  unknown 

19 

18 

94.5 

17 

92.8 

Private  unknown 

7 

7 

100.0 

5 

67.4 

Research/public  other 
Ph.D. 

168 

144 

85.7 

152 

90.5 

Total 

962 

872 

93.6 

817 

83.4 

*Sampling  stratum  classification  does  not  match  the  “level  and  control”  classification  (Exhibit  7-2)  because  institutions  sampled 
in  the  “unknown”  categories  in  NSOPF-93  were  reclassified  after  data  collection  was  complete. 


7.3  Faculty  Questionnaire  Response  Rates 

Exhibit  7-4  compares  the  response  rates  for  all  NSOPF  faculty  surveys  to  date.  Several  points  should  be 
underscored  in  providing  an  appropriate  context  for  comparing  these  results.  First,  the  mode  of  data 
collection  differed  between  the  1987-88  and  1992-93  cycles  of  NSOPF.  The  1987  field  test  and  1988  full- 
scale  study  used  a mail  survey  and  relied  on  follow-up  by  mail  and  telephone.  Institution  Coordinators  were 
responsible  for  distributing  faculty  questionnaires  to  their  campus  addresses.  The  1992  field  test  and  1993 
full-scale  study  used  mail  and  interyievver-initiated  telephone  follow-up,  and  relied  on  Institution 
Coordinators  only  in  instances  when  home  addresses  and  telephone  numbers  for  faculty  were  not  provided  on 
the  faculty  list  and/or  when  the  faculty  response  rate  at  an  institution  was  low.  Second,  CATI  (computer- 
assisted  telephone  interviewing)  was  used  in  the  1988  study  at  the  end  of  the  survey,  and  then  only  to 
complete  179  interviews,  or  2. 1 percent  of  the  completed  cases.  In  the  1993  full-scale  study,  CATI  accounted 
for  19  percent  of  the  completed  cases.  Third,  the  1988  effort  required  more  than  six  months  to  complete. 

The  1992  field  test  was  completed  in  about  four  months.  For  the  1993  full-scale  study,  the  first  of  six  waves 
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of  questionnaire  mailings  occurred  at  the  end  of  January,  1993;  the  last  telephone  interview  was  completed 
almost  one  year  later. 


Exhibit  7-4:  Faculty  response  rates  (unweighted)  by  NSOPF  cycle 


NSOPF  cycle 

Eligible  sample 

Number  with 
completed 
questionnaires 

Response 

rate 

(unweighted 

percent) 

1987  Field  test 

235 

160 

68.1 

1 988  Main  study 

11,013 

8,382 

76.1 

1992  Field  test 

605 

495 

81.8 

1 993  Main  study 

29,764 

25,780 

86.6 

7.4  Faculty  Eligibility 

For  NSOPF-93,  faculty  were  considered  eligible  if  they  were:  1)  a member  of  the  part-time  or  full-time 
instructional  staff,  2)  designated  as  having  faculty  status  even  if  they  were  involved  in  other  full-time 
activities  such  as  administration  or  research,  or  3)  had  any  instructional  duties  whether  part-time  or  full-time, 
temporary  or  permanent.  The  individual’s  instructional  and/or  faculty  status  had  to  be  effective  as  of  October 
15,  1992.  Eligibility  was  determined  based  on  information  provided  by  the  institution  or  by  information 
provided  in  the  faculty  questionnaire.  (See  Chapter  3 for  a detailed  review  of  sampling  eligibility  criteria.) 

After  adjusting  for  2,000  faculty  subsampled  out,  31,354  faculty  remained  in  the  sample.  Of  these,  1,590,  or 
5.1  percent,  were  declared  ineligible.  Of  the  ineligible  faculty,  69  were  deceased  and  1,521  were  otherwise 
ineligible.  Sampled  faculty  were  ruled  ineligible  if  they  fit  any  of  the  following  descriptions;  honorary 
faculty,  military  personnel  who  teach  only  ROTC  courses;  personnel  who  are  supplied  by  an  independent 
contractor;  graduate  assistants;  faculty  on  unpaid  leave,  or  who  were  not  employed  as  teaching  personnel  or 
as  faculty  in  the  fall  term  that  included  October  15,  1992. 

Exhibit  7-5  shows  that  self-administered  questionnaires  were  completed  for  20,785  of  25,780  respondents,  or 
for  69.8  percent  of  the  eligible  sample.  Computer-assisted  telephone  interviews  (CATI)  were  completed  with 
16.8  percent  of  the  eligible  sample.  Among  the  specific  reasons  for  faculty  nonresponse,  refusals  (5.3 
percent)  accounted  for  the  largest  proportion,  followed  by  locating  problems  (3;  1 percent),  and 
unavailable/not-at-home  (1.1  percent).  Two  broad  categories  of  nonrespondents  are  suggested  by  these 
results:  refusals  (5.3  percent),  and  other  nonrespondents  (8. 1 percent).  This  suggests  Aat  the  biggest 
nonresponse  problem  is  the  inability  to  contact  the  respondent. 
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Exhibit  7-5:  Faculty  response  and  nonresponse  status 


Final  status 

Total 

Percent 

Unweighted 

Weighted 

Sample  (after  subsampling) 

31,354 

Ineligible  (out-of-scope) 

1,590 

(Deceased) 

(69) 

Net  sample  (sample  - ineligible) 

29,764 

100.0 

100.0 

Responding 

25,780 

86.6 

84.4 

Completed  interviews 

25,780 

86.6 

84.4 

— Self-administered  questionnaires 

20,785  • 

69,8 

66.5 

— CATI  interviews 

4,995 

. 16,8 

17,9 

Non-responding 

— Refused  \ 

3,984 

13.4 

15.6 

1,574 

5,3 

6,3 

— ^Unlocatable 

921 

3,1 

3.6 

— ^Unavailable/not  at  home 

316 

- 1,1 

1.2 

— Other 

1,173 

3,9 

4.5 

7.5  Summary:  An  Assessment  of  NSOPF-93  Faculty  Response  Rates 

This  section  disaggregates  faculty  response  rates  in  two  ways:  first,  it  explores  if  characteristics  of  faculty 
respondents’  institutions  affected  response  rates,  and  second,  it  explores  whether  individual/demographic 
characteristics  of  the  faculty  respondents  affected  response  rates.  Exhibits  7-6  to  7-7  also  show  the  ‘‘overall 
response  rates.”  For  NSOPF-93  faculty  members,  the  “overall  response  rate”  is  computed  by  multiplying  the 
institution  list  participation  rates  by  faculty  level  response  rates.  The  weighted  overall  response  rate  for  the 
faculty  survey  is  70,4,  or  the  product  of  the  survey’s  weighted  list  participation  rate  and  the  weighted  overall 
faculty  response  rate  (83.4  percent  x 84.4  percent  = 70.4  percent).  In  other  words,  NSOPF-93  achieved  a 
response  rate  of  70.4  percent  for  the  estimated  universe  of  all  eligible  faculty  and  instructional  staff  in  U.S. 
higher  education  institutions. 

Exhibit  7-6  presents  weighted  response  rates  disaggregated  by  two  institutional  characteristics:  by 
level/control,  a category  that  combines  both  level  of  offering  and  control,  and  by  institution  sampling  strata. 
As  the  exhibit  shows,  weighted  faculty  questionnaire  response  rates  were  nearly  identical  for  public 
institutions.  However,  there  was  wide  variation  for  private  institutions.  Private  two-year  institution  faculty 
responded  at  a rate  of  9 1 .8  percent  (with  a 67.3  percent  overall  response  rate),  compared  with  8 1 .2  percent 
(66,2  percent  overall  response  rate)  for  private  four-year  institution  faculty.  Faculty  at  private  medical  and 
private  “other”  institutions  (including  a wide  array  of  professional  and  specialized  degree-granting 
institutions)  responded  to  the  faculty  questionnaire  at  the  lowest  rates  (67.9  percent  and  64.3  percent, 
respectively)  of  all  faculty. 

Exhibit  7-6  indicates  that  NSOPF-93  achieved  above  average  overall  response  rates  among  institutions  in 
the  largest  strata  (research/other  Pllj^D.,  public  comprehensive,  and  public  two-year  strata),  where  the  majority 
of  postsecondary  faculty  are  found.  The  lowest  overall  response  rates  were  among  institutions  which  account 
for  small  numbers  of  postsecondary  faculty  (public  and  private  “other”  institutions  and  private  “unknown” 
institutions).  Yet,  with  the  exception  of  faculty  in  the  private  “other”  stratum,  which  showed  the  lowest 
overall  response  rate  (43.8  percent),  faculty  questionnaire  response  rates  exceeded  85  percent  in  these  strata. 
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Therefore,  the  low  institution  faculty  list  participation  rates  explained  the  low  overall  response  rates  in  the 
public  “other”  and  private  “unknown”  strata. 

Exhibit  7-7  indicates  how  specific  individual-level  characteristics  (gender,  race/ethnicity,  academic  discipline, 
and  employment  status)  affected  weighted  response  rates.  In  interpreting  these  data,  two  points  should  be 
kept  in  mind.  First,  categorization  of  individual  faculty  members  depended  on  information  each  participating 
institution  provided  on  the  faculty  sampling  lists.  These  lists’  validity  is  discussed  in  Chapter  9.  Second, 
overall  faculty  response  rates  are  calculated  by  multiplying  the  overall  weighted  institution  faculty  list 
participation  rate  (83.4  percent)  by  weighted  response  rates  for  each  faculty-level  category.  Therefore,  no 
adjustment  to  overall  faculty  response  rates  is  made  for  institution-level  variables  such  as  institutional  level 
and  control  or  institutional  sampling  strata. 

Sampled  female  faculty  were  slightly  more  likely  to  respond  to  the  questionnaire  than  sampled  male  faculty. 
White,  non-Hispanics  showed  the  highest  response  rates  among  the  racial  and  ethnic  groups:  86.7  percent  of 
white,  non-Hispanic  faculty  members  surveyed  responded  to  the  questionnaire,  followed  by  Asian/Pacific 
Islanders  (85.5  percent),  Hispanics  (84.5  percent),  black,  non-Hispanics  (83.9  percent)  and  American 
Indian/Alaskan  Natives  (70.2  percent). 

Academic  disciplines  were  divided  between  non-National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities  (NEH)  disciplines 
and  four  NEH  disciplines:  philosophy/religion,  foreign  languages,  English  language  and  literature,  and 
history.  Sampled  faculty  in  the  NEH  disciplines  responded  to  the  survey  at  a slightly  higher  rate  than  faculty 
in  the  non-NEH  disciplines  (85. 1 percent,  compared  to  84.7  percent,  weighted  data).  Therefore,  the  response 
rate  for  faculty  in  the  four  NEH  disciplines  slightly  exceeded  the  response  rate  for  all  faculty  in  the  sample. 
Faculty  in  the  history  discipline  responded  at  88.2  percent,  nearly  four  percentage  points  higher  than. the 
average  response  rate  for  all  faculty.  Foreign  language  faculty  responded  at  a lower-than  average  rate  of  8 1 .8 
percent,  2.6  percentage  points  less  than  the  average  response  rate  for  all  faculty.  Finally,  sampled  full-time 
faculty  were  more  likely  to  respond  to  the  questionnaire  than  part-time  faculty. 

As  the  exhibit  also  points  out,  respondents  whose  gender,  race/ethnicity,  and  discipline  were  unknown 
showed  the  lowest  response  rates  among  each  of  those  subgroups.  Respondents  whose  employment  status 
was  unknown  responded  at  about  the  same  rate  as  part-time  faculty.  Overall  response  rates  followed  the 
patterns  set  in  faculty  questionnaire  response  rates.  All  categories  of  faculty  attained  a 70  percent  or  higher 
overall  response  rate  except  faculty  members  whose  individual  characteristics  were  unknown,  American 
Indian/Alaskan  Natives,  foreign  language  faculty,  and  part-time  faculty. 
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Exhibit  7-6:  Faculty  questionnaire  and  overall  response  rates 
by  institutional  characteristics 


Institutional 

characteristic 

Faculty  list 
participation 
rate  (weighted 
percent) 

_Qi 

Faculty 

Eligible 

Faculty 

Complete 

Faculty 
questionnaire 
response  rate 
(weighted 
percent)  (2) 

Overall 
response  rate 
(weighted 
percent) 
(l)x(2) 

Institutional  level/control 

Public  four-year 

88.2 

11.029 

9,682 

85.7 

75.6 

Public  two-year 

85.2 

9,913 

8,646 

85.6 

72.9 

Private  four-year 

81.5 

8,483 

7,146 

81.2 

66.2 

Private  two-year 

73.3 

339 

306 

91.8 

67.3 

Institutional  sampling  stratum 

Private  other  Ph.D. 

87.0 

1,422 

1,141 

79.6 

69.2 

Public  comprehensive 

88.5 

5,308 

4,718 

87.2 

77.2 

Private  comprehensive 

78.3 

2,510 

2,191 

85.6 

67.0 

Public  liberal  arts 

100.0 

90 

87 

96.0 

96.0 

Private  liberal  arts 

89.4 

2,281 

2,067 

89.5 

80.0 

Public  medical 

84.1 

764 

633 

78.0 

65.7 

Private  medical 

100.0 

321 

236 

67.9 

67.9 

Private  religious 

77.1 

291 

244 

83.0 

63.9 

Public  two-year 

84.8 

9,382 

8,187 

85.6 

72.6 

Private  two-year 

71.1 

268 

248 

92.6 

65.8 

Public  other 

62.5 

219 

188 

87.0 

54.4 

Private  other 

68.3 

509 

367 

64.3 

43.8 

Public  unknown 

92.8 

597 

509 

85.0 

78.9 

Private  unknown 

67.4 

136 

114 

85.1 

57.3 

Research/public  other 
Ph.D. 

90.5 

5,666 

4,850 

83.1 

75.2 

Total  respondents 

83.4 

29,764 

25,780 

84.4 

70.4 

^Sampling  stratum  classification  does  not  match  the  “level  and  control”  classification  because  institutions  sampled  in  the 
“unknown”  categories  in  NSOPF-93  were  reclassified  after  data  collection  was  complete. 
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Exhibit  7-7:  Faculty  response  rates  by  individual  characteristics 


Individual 
characteristic, 
identified  on  faculty 
list 

Subgroup 

Eligible 

Completed 

Faculty 
questionnaire 
response  rate 
(weighted 
percent) 

Overall 

faculty 

response 

rate 

(weighted 

percent) 

Gender 

Unknown 

1,857 

1,416 

76.0 

63,4 

Male 

15,879 

13,720 

84.0 

70,1 

Female 

12,028 

10,644 

87,0 

72,6 

Race/ethnicity 

Unknown 

7,967 

6,507 

79,1 

66,0 

American  Indian/Alaskan 
Native 

96 

78 

70,2 

58.6 

Asian/Pacific  Islander 

1,132 

993 

85.5 

71.4 

Hispanic 

1,199 

1,033 

84.5 

70.5 

Black,  non-Hispanic 

2,458 

2,097 

83,9 

70.0 

White,  non-Hispanic 

16,912 

15,072 

86,7 

72,4 

Discipline 

Unknown 

1,647 

1,316 

79,9 

66.6 

Non-NEH 

23,256 

20,248 

84.7 

70,7 

History 

904 

804 

88.2 

73,6 

Foreign  language 

995 

829 

81.8 

68.2 

English 

2,379 

2,069 

85.1 

71,0 

Philosophy/religion 

583 

514 

85,7 

71.6 

Employment 

Unknown 

3,380 

2,824 

82,6 

68,9 

Full-time 

17,596 

15,618 

86,6 

72,2 

Part-time 

8,788 

7,338 

81,6 

68,1 

Total  respondents 

29,764 

25,780 

84.4 

70.4 
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8.  Questionnaire  Item  Nonresponse 

Item  nonresponse  may  create  two  impediments  to  the  successful  analysis  of  survey  data.  Item  nonresponse 
may  bias  survey  data  if  the  values  of  the  missing  data  differ  from  those  of  the  known  data.  Item  nonresponse 
can  also  diminish  the  number  of  observations  that  can  be  used  in  calculating  statistics  from  affected  data 
elements  and  can  thus  increase  sampling  variances.  Since  item  nonresponse  is  an  important  source  of 
potential  bias,  it  is  necessary  to  measure  its  extent  so  that  analysts  can  properly  take  potential  response  biases 
into  account  when  developing  their  analysis  plans.  This  chapter  reviews  the  item  nonresponse  rates  for 
NSOPF-93  for  both  the  faculty  and  institution  questionnaires. 

8.1  Item  Nonresponse:  Definition  and  Considerations 

Item  nonresponse  occurs  when  a respondent  fails  to  complete  certain  items  on  a survey  instrument.  While 
bias  associated  with  unit  nonresponse  has  been  controlled  by  adjusting  case  weights,  item  nonresponse  has 
generally  been  addressed  with  imputation  in  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  and  institution  datasets.  Machine  editing 
rectified  nonresponse  problems  for  some  items  by  imposing  inter-item  consistency,  particularly  by  forcing 
logical  agreement  between  filter  and  dependent  questions.  For  example,  the  missing  response  to  a filter 
question  can  often  be  inferred  if  dependent  questions  have  been  answered.  Because  the  edited  files  were  used 
in  the  nonresponse  analysis  reported  below,  this  adjustment  to  item  nonresponse  is  reflected  in  the  results  of 
the  analysis. 

Note  that  unit  nonresponse  is  a further  source  of  missing  item  data — nonparticipating  sample  members 
complete  no  questionnaire  items.  Weights  adjust  for  nonresponse  by  projecting  questionnaire  data  to  the  full 
population,  with  appropriate  adjustments  for  defined  subgroups.  However,  nonresponse-adjusted  weights 
cannot  compensate  for  the  bias  that  arises  if  nonrespondents  and  respondents  would  have  answered  the 
questionnaire  differently.  Hence  “total  response”  to  a specific  item  could  actually  be  thought  of  as  the  overall 
survey  (unit)  response  rate  multiplied  by  the  item  response  rate. 

Two  main  objectives  guide  the  following  item  nonresponse  analysis.  One  objective  is  to  quantify  mean 
questionnaire  nonresponse  overall  as  well  as  nonresponse  for  the  faculty  and  institution  samples  on  key 
variables.  A second  objective  is  to  describe  nonresponse  patterns  in  terms  of  item  characteristics.  In  order  to 
realize  the  first  objective,  nonresponse  rates  were  calculated  for  each  survey  item,  and  average  rates  of 
nonresponse  were  calculated  for  each  instrument.  To  fulfill  the  second  objective,  nonresponse  was  measured 
as  a function  of  two  item  characteristics:  position  in  the  questionnaire  and  topic.  The  characteristics  of 
questions  with  item  nonresponse  rates  greater  than  or  equal  to  10  percent  were  further  examined.  For  the 
faculty  questionnaire,  the  effect  of  questionnaire  administration  mode — self-administered  versus  interviewer- 
administered  (telephone  and  in-person) — on  item  nonresponse  was  also  analyzed. 

The  item  nonresponse  rate  is  defined  as  the  ratio  of  the  total  number  of  nonresponses  among  eligible 
respondents  to  the  number  of  respondents  eligible  to  respond  to  a questionnaire  item.  In  the  notation  of  the 
exhibits  listing  nonresponse  rates,  the  item  nonresponse  rate,  RATE,  equals  the  number  of  item  nonresponses 
divided  by  the  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents  (“«”).  The  standard  error  of  the  item  nonresponse  rate, 
STDERR,  equals  the  square  root  of  RATE  x (1  - RATE)/«.  In  general,  the  larger  the  n,  (i.e.,  the  greater  the 
number  of  eligible  unit  respondents  for  a particular  item),  and  the  further  the  RATE  is  from  .5,  the  lower  the 
STDERR.  The  standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling.  For  a question  composed  of  multiple 
subparts,  each  subpart  eliciting  a distinct  response  is  counted  as  an  item  for  item  nonresponse  purposes. 
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For  the  NSOPF-93  questionnaires,  several  reserve  codes  were  used  to  categorize  nonresponse  on  preliminary 
data  files  prior  to  imputation.  The  reserve  code  definitions  were  as  follows; 

Refused.  Respondent  was  unwilling  to  answer  the  question  at  the  time  of  the  questionnaire 
administration  and  upon  nonresponse  follow-up  by  survey  administrators. 

Don’t  know.  In  the  NSOPF-93  datasets,  “don’t  know”  is  embedded  as  a legitimate  response 
category  in  some  questionnaire  items.  For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  “don’t  know”  was  categorized 
as  “missing.” 

Missing.  The  response  is  illegitimately  missing.  That  is,  a response  that  should  be  present  for  this 
respondent  is  missing. 

Multiple  answers.  Respondent  illegitimately  chose  more  than  one  response. 

Legitimate  skip.  The  response  is  legitimately  missing.  That  is,  owing  either  to  responses  to 
preceding  filter  questions  or  to  other  respondent  characteristics,  data  for  this  item  should  not  be 
present  for  this  respondent.  Such  responses  have  been  excluded  from  this  nonresponse  analysis;  they 
were  excluded  from  both  numerator  and  denominator.  [However,  when  “not  applicable”  (NA)  is 
provided  as  a legitimate  response  category  of  an  item,  it  is  treated  as  an  item  response.  When  the 
“not  applicable”  response  is  circled,  it  is  included  in  the  denominator,  but  not  the  numerator,  of  the 
item  nonresponse  rate  formula.] 

All  means  reported  in  the  following  analysis  are  unweighted.  The  unweighted  means  ignore  variability  among 
items  in  the  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents. 

8.2  Faculty  Questionnaire  Item  Nonresponse 

Faculty  questionnaires  were  administered  to  25,780  respondents.  The  faculty  questionnaire  consisted  of  six 
sections  and  395  items,  which  required  approximately  45  minutes  to  complete.  Exhibits  8- 1 through  8-3, 
show  descriptive  statistics  for  item  nonresponse  for  the  faculty  questionnaires  overall  and  for  items  grouped 
into  categories  depending  upon  position  in  the  questionnaire  and  topic  addressed.  The  mean  item  nonresponse 
rate  was  . 103  for  the  faculty  questionnaires. 

8.2.1  Nonresponse  by  Item  Placement,  Item  Topic,  and  Administration  Mode 

Nonresponse  by  questionnaire  position.  Exhibit  8-1  indicates  that  nonresponse  in  the  middle  third  of  the 
questionnaire  contributed  the  greatest  portion  to  the  overall  nonresponse  rate.  The  first  third  of  the 
questionnaire  had  a mean  item  nonresponse  rate  of  .029,  the  middle  third  showed  a mean  item  nonresponse 
rate  of . 1 55,  and  the  last  third  of  the  questionnaire  produced  a mean  item  nonresponse  rate  of  .066.  This 
nonresponse  pattern  differs  from  the  pattern  that  would  be  expected  if  respondent  fatigue  accounted  for  the 
bulk  of  questionnaire  item  nonresponse.  Typically,  item  nonresponse  due  to  respondent  fatigue  increases 
monotonically  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  the  questionnaire. 
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Exhibit  8-1:  Mean  item  nonresponse  rates  for  faculty  questionnaire  by  thirds  (unweighted  data) 


Questionnaire  by  thirds 

Mean 

STDERR 

First  third:  Questions  1-20 

0,029 

0,002 

Middle  third:  Questions  21-40 

0,155 

0.013 

Last  third:  Questions  4 1 -60 

0,066 

0,004 

Entire  questionnaire 

0,103 

0,007 

A closer  look  at  the  questionnaire  items  reveals  that  Questions  C32  and  C33,  asking  respondents  to  detail  the 
grants  and  contracts  they  administered  or  received  in  the  1 992  fall  term,  account  for  the  bulk  of  the 
nonresponse.  More  than  three-quarters  of  respondents  did  not  answer  Question  C32,  which  asked  them  to 
provide  the  number  of  individuals  other  than  the  respondent  supported  by  grants  and  contracts  for  which  the 
respondent  was  principal  or  co-principal  investigator.  Nonresponse  on  Question  C33,  which  included  54 
subparts,  ranged  from  12.4  percent  to  74  percent. 

These  high  rates  of  nonresponse  appear  to  stem  from  two  factors.  First,  the  number  of  eligible  respondents  to 
these  questions  ranged  from  1,176  to  13,935.  Second,  the  questions  asked  respondents  to  list  the  precise 
number  and  dollar  amounts  of  grants  and  contracts  they  administered.  Because  of  the  detail  involved  in 
answering  these  questions  accurately,  most  respondents  would  presumably  have  had  to  consult  their  records. 
Presented  with  this  time-consuming  research  task,  many  respondents  eligible  to  answer  the  questions  may 
have  skipped  them  instead.  The  combination  of  these  factors  greatly  increased  nonresponse  rates  on  these 
specific  items.  For  example,  the  number  of  eligible  faculty  who  administered  state  or  local  government  grants 
or  contracts  (Questions  C33B4  to  C33E4  3)  was  1,176.  Faculty  classified  as  nonrespondents  to  these 
questions  ranged  from  534  to  547,  for  a nonresponse  rate  that  varied  between  .457  and  ,465, 

Questions  C35A1 -C35A6  also  contributed  to  the  higher  item  nonresponse  in  the  middle  third  of  the 
questionnaire.  “Don’t  know”  was  provided  in  the  questionnaire  as  a response  choice  for  these  items,  treated 
as  missing  for  this  analysis.  The  imputation  flags  in  Appendix  P show  the  range  of  “don’t  knows”  for  these 
items. 

The  .066  mean  item  nonresponse  rate  for  the  last  third  of  the  questionnaire  is  affected  by  “don’t  know” 
responses  to  items  D42,  D44,  D45,  D46,  F58,  and  F60,  which  ranged  from  25  to  over  30  percent. 

Imputation  treated  these  items  in  two  ways  discussed  in  Chapter  6.  One  imputation  treatment  preserved 
“don’t  know”  as  a valid  response,  since  “don’t  know”  was  a response  category  for  each  of  these  items, 
though  treated  as  missing  in  this  item  nonresponse  analysis. 

Item  nonresponse  by  topic.  The  NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaires  are  organized  topically.  Each  section 
represents  a different  theme,  as  Exhibit  8-2  shows.  Average  item  nonresponse  rates  and  standard  errors  for 
each  instrument  and  section  are  presented  in  the  exhibit  as  well. 
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Exhibit  8-2:  Mean  item  nonresponse  rates  for  faculty  questionnaire  by  topic  (unweighted  data) 


Questionnaire  content 
area 

Section  and  questions 

Mean 

STDERR 

Employment 

Section  A:  Questions  1-13 

.046 

.005 

Professional  background 

Section  B:  Questions  14-20 

.025 

.001 

Institutional 
responsibilities  and 
workload 

Section  C;  Questions  21-37 

.160 

.014 

Job  satisfaction 

Section  D:  Questions  38-46 

.072 

.008 

Compensation 

Section  E:  Questions  47-50 

.091 

.004 

Sociodemographic 

characteristics 

Section  F : Questions  5 1 -60 

.051 

.006 

Section  C,  “Institutional  Responsibilities  and  Workload,”  returned  the  highest  mean  item  nonresponse  rate 
(.16).  Section  C’s  high  rate  appears  to  stem  from  the  impact  of  Questions  C32  and  C33,  discussed  above. 
This  figure  is  1.76  times  greater  than  for  section  E,  “Compensation,”  which  shows  the  next  largest  mean  item 
nonresponse  rate  at  .091.  The  lowest  rate  (.025),  appeared  in  section  B,  “Professional  Background.”  The 
mean  rate  was  .046  for  section  A,  “Employment,”  followed  by  .051  for  section  F,  “Sociodemographic 
Conditions,”  and  by  .072  for  section  D on  “Job  Satisfaction.” 

Nonresponse  by  critical  items.  Since  a complete  edit  with  data  retrieval  for  all  missing  items  would  be 
prohibitively  expensive  for  most  surveys,  the  conventional  strategy  is  to  identify  a subset  of  “key”  or 
“critical”  items  for  each  survey  instrument,  which,  if  not  answered,  triggers  an  attempt  to  recontact  the 
respondents  to  obtain  the  missing  data.  See  Appendix  I for  a list  of  all  critical  items  on  the  faculty 
questionnaire. 

Exhibit  8-3  displays  the  mean  critical  and  noncritical  item  nonresponse  rates  for  the  faculty  questionnaires. 
Nonresponse  on  critical  items  ranged  from  almost  none  (.0003  percent  on  Question_l,  the  screener 
determining  if  the  respondent  performed  instructional  duties)  to  8.5  percent  (on  Question  F57C,  listing  the 
country  of  citizenship  for  non-U.  S.  citizens).  In  contrast,  the  mean  item  nonresponse  rate  for  noncritical 
items  amounted  to  . 1 12,  about  six  times  the  critical  item  nonresponse  rate. 


Exhibit  8-3:  Mean  item  nonresponse  rates  for  critical  items  on  the  faculty  questionnaire 
(unweighted  data) ■ 


Item  type 

Mean 

STDERR 

Critical 

0.019 

0.003 

Noncritical 

0.112 

0,008 

The  item  nonresponse  rate  for  each  of  the  critical  items  in  the  faculty  questionnaires  is  shown  in  Appendix  I. 

Nonresponse  by  questionnaire  administration  mode.  The  faculty  questionnaire  was  administered  in  two 
ways:  self-administered  questionnaire  and  telephone  interview.  In  total,  20,785  respondents  completed  self- 
administered  questionnaires.  Another  4,995  respondents  completed  the  questionnaire  by  telephone  interview. 
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More  than  600  of  the  telephone  interviews  were  completed  on  the  abbreviated  questionnaire  exhibited  in 
Appendix  H.  Since  the  majority  of  questions  were  not  asked  in  the  abbreviated  questionnaire,  many  items  on 
these  questionnaires  contributed  to  item  nonresponse. 

The  mean  item  nonresponse  rate  on  self-administered  surveys  differed  little  from  the  mean  rate  item  on 
interviewer-administered  surveys,  as  is  illustrated  in  Exhibit  8-4.  In  fact,  the  mean  rate  of  nonresponse 
showed  remarkable  consistency  across  survey  modes.  The  mean  nonresponse  rate  for  self-administered 
surveys  (.102)  closely  matched  the  mean  rate  for  interviewer  assisted  surveys  (.100). 


Exhibit  8-4:  Mean  item  nonresponse  rates  for  faculty  questionnaire, 


by  quest 


onnaire  third  and  mode  (unweighted  data) 


Questionnaire  section  by  thirds 

Self-administered 

Interviewer- 

administered 

All  modes 

Mean 

STDERR 

Mean 

STDERR 

Mean 

STDERR 

First  third:  Questions  1-20 

.028 

.001 

.035 

.004 

.029 

.002 

Middle  third : Questions  21-40 

.158 

.014 

.14 

.011 

.155 

.013 

Last  third:  Questions  41-60 

.061 

.004 

.086 

.007 

.066 

.004 

Entire  questionnaire 

.102 

.008 

.100 

.006 

.103 

.007 

There  is  no  clear  association  of  mean  nonresponse  with  the  method  of  survey  administration.  Interviewer- 
administered  surveys  produced  a lower  mean  nonresponse  than  self-administered  questionnaires  in  the 
questionnaire’s  middle  third,  but  self-administered  surveys  produced  lower  mean  nonresponse  in  the  first  and 
final  thirds.  Nevertheless,  as  Exhibit  8-4  shows,  the  differences  in  mean  nonresponse  between  survey  modes 
are  slight. 


When  viewed  by  questionnaire  section,  however,  self-administered  surveys  produce  a lower  mean 
nonresponse  rate  on  four  of  six  sections.  Particularly  noticeable  is  the  difference  on  the  demographic 
characteristics  section  of  the  questionnaire,  shown  in  Exhibit  8-5.  The  mean  item  nonresponse  rate  for 
interviewer-administered  surveys  is  almost  three  times  the  rate  for  self-administered  questionnaires.  For  the 
job  satisfaction  questions,  the  mean  item  nonresponse  rate  for  interviewer-administered  surveys  is  almost 
twice  the  rate  for  self-administered  questionnaires.  These  differences  rnay  reflect  respondent  reluctance  to 
disclose  demographic  details  and/or  specific  attitudes  and  opinions  in  an  interview  setting. 


Because  four-fifths  of  the  respondents  used  self-administered  questionnaires,  the  level  of  nonresponse  for  the 
entire  survey  more  closely  mirrored  the  rates  of  nonresponse  obtained  on  self-administered  questionnaires. 
Patterns  of  item  nonresponse  in  both  completion  modes  are  similar.  On  both  self-administered  and 
interviewer-administered  questionnaires,  levels  of  nonresponse  were  lowest  in  the  first  two  sections  and  last 
sections  of  the  questionnaire.  This  pattern  suggests  that  fatigue  was  not  as  significant  a factor  in  determining 
nonresponse  as  were  the  requirements  necessary  to  answer  the  questions  authoritatively.  Again,  section  C on 
“Institutional  Responsibilities  and  Workload,”  which  involved  answering  many  detailed  questions,  produced 
the  highest  level  of  nonresponse  in  both  survey  modes. 
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Exhibit  8-5:  Mean  item  nonresponse  rates  for  faculty  questionnaire  by  section  and  mode 
(unweighted  data) 


Section 

Section  content 

Questions 

Self-administered 

Interviewer- 

administered 

All  modes 

Mean 

SE 

Mean 

SE 

Mean 

SE 

A 

Employment 

Questions 

1-13 

.040 

.004 

.067 

.013 

.046 

.005 

B 

Professional 

background 

Questions 

14-20 

.024 

.001 

.026 

.003 

.025 

.001 

C 

Institutional 
responsibilities 
and  workload 

Questions 

21-37 

.163 

.014 

.138 

.012 

.160 

.014 

D 

Job  satisfaction 

Questions 

38-46 

.064 

.008 

.105 

.014 

.072 

.008 

E 

Compensation 

Questions 

47-50 

.094 

.005 

.077 

.005 

.091 

.005 

F 

Demographic 

characteristics 

Questions 

51-58 

.038 

.005 

.105 

.015 

.051 

.006 

8.2.2  Items  with  High  Item  Nonresponse 

For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  high  item  nonresponse  was  deemed  to  be  nonresponse  greater  than  or  equal  to 
10  percent;  given  the  high  rate  of  unit  response  in  the  study,  this  10  percent  threshold  for  identifying  items 
displaying  high  nonresponse  is  relatively  conservative.  Appendix  I displays  questions,  number  of  eligible 
respondents,  nonresponse  rates,  and  standard  errors  for  faculty  questionnaire  items  with  nonresponse  greater 
than  or  equal  to  10  percent. 

As  discussed  earlier,  the  question  whose  subparts  showed  the  highest  level  of  nonresponse  was  Question 
C33,  with  most  of  its  subparts  displaying  item  nonresponse  levels  of  more  than  20  percent.  Question  C25, 
requesting  numbers  of  students  receiving  individual  instruction  from  the  respondent  and  an  estimate  of  time 
per  week  spent  with  them,  shows  a consistent  pattern  of  nomesponse  of  around  20  to  22  percent  for  each  of 
the  question’s  two  parts.  This  suggests  that  nonresponse  may  be  interpreted  largely  as  an  indication  that  these 
respondents  did  not  engage  in  individualized  instruction  with  students. 

8.3  Institution  Questionnaire  Item  Nonresponse 

Institution  respondents  completed  872  institution-level  questionnaires.  Each  questionnaire  included  283 
items.  Anecdotal  evidence  suggests  that  completion  of  the  institution  questionnaire  required  several  hours  of 
university  staff  time,  sometimes  spread  over  several  weeks,  and  at  times,  spread  over  several  months.  On 
average,  completion  of  the  questionnaire  involved  input  from  more  than  one  institution  respondent.  Exhibit 
8-6  displays  questionnaire  sections  and  descriptive  statistics  for  item  nonresponse  for  the  institution-level 
questioimaires.  Since  89  percent  of  the  institution  questionnaires  were  self-administered,  no  breakdown  of 
nonresponse  by  mode  of  questionnaire  administration  is  presented.  The  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire, 
like  the  faculty  questionnaire,  is  organized  topically;  each  section  of  the  questionnaire  represents  a different 
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theme.  Exhibit  8-7  lists  the  instrument’s  sections  by  thirds  of  the  questionnaire,  and  provides  question 
number  ranges  for  each  section. 


Exhibit  8-6:  Mean  item  nonresponse  rates  for  institution  questionnaire  by  content  area 


(unweighted  data) 


Questionnaire  content  area 

Section  and  questions 

Mean 

STDERR 

Preface 

Section  A: 

Questions  AC  1 - A1 C 

.074 

.023 

Full-time  instructional 

Section  B:  Questions  2-1 9 

.053 

.004 

Full-time  non-instructional 

Section  C:  Questions  20-33 

.127 

.011 

Part-time  instructional 

Section  D:  Questions  34-43 

.147 

.015 

Total 

.101 

.006 

8.3.1  Item  Nonresponse  by  Questionnaire  Position  and  Topic 

The  mean  item  nonresponse  rate  for  the  institution  questionnaire  was  .101,  with  item  nonresponse  levels 
increasing  in  the  latter  stages  of  the  questionnaire.  Analysis  showed  the  questionnaire’s  first  third  produced 
the  lowest  mean  item  nonresponse  rate  (.05 1),  as  shown  in  Exhibit  8-7,  with  the  mean  item  nonresponse  rate 
increasing  to  .081  in  the  questionnaire’s  middle  third,  and  to  .161  in  the  questionnaire’s  last  third.  The  mean 
item  nonresponse  rate  also  increased  as  the  subject  matter  moved  from  questions  pertaining  to  full-time 
instructional  staff  (.053)  in  section  B to  questions  pertaining  to  part-time  instructional  staff  (.147)  in  section 
D as  shown  in  Exhibit  8-6.  This  pattern  suggests  two  possible  explanations;  first,  institutions  may  have  had 
a more  difficult  time  supplying  information  on  part-time  staff;  or  second,  respondent  fatigue. 


Exhibit  8-7:  Mean  item  nonresponse  rates  for  institution  questionnaire  by  questionnaire  third 
(unweighted  data) 


Questionnaire  section  by  thirds 

Mean 

STDERR 

First  third:  Preface-Question  14 

.051 

.006 

Middle  third:  Questions  15-29 

.081 

.006 

Last  third:  Questions  30-43 

.161 

.013 

Entire  questionnaire 

.101 

.006 

Institution  survey  item  nonresponse  by  critical  items.  Exhibit  8-8  displays  mean  critical  and  noncritical 
item  nonresponse  rates  for  the  institution  questionnaires.  The  mean  item  nonresponse  rate  for  the  15  critical 
items  is  .036,  compared  to  a rate  of . 1 04  for  noncritical  items.  Critical  items  are  listed  in  Appendix  J. 


109 


1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
Methodology  Report 


Exhibit  8-8:  Mean  item  nonresponse  rates  for  critical  items  on  the  institution  questionnaire 


(unweighted  data) 


Item  type 

Mean 

STDERR 

Critical 

.036 

0.01 

Noncritical 

.104 

0.01 

Nonresponse  on  individual  critical  items  ranges  from  none  to  7.3  percent  across  the  institution  questionnaires. 
As  in  critical  items  on  the  faculty  questionnaire,  “don’t  know”  was  not  offered  as  a legitimate  response 
category  in  the  critical  item  questions.  Moreover,  because  of  their  access  to  institutional  information,  most 
respondents  (college  or  university  administrators)  possessed  greater  ability  to  provide  the  information  the 
critical  items  solicited.  The  item  nonresponse  rate  for  each  of  the  critical  items  in  the  institution 
questionnaires  is  shown  in  Appendix  J. 

8.3.2  Items  with  High  Item  Nonresponse 

For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  high  item  nonresponse  was  deemed  to  be  nonresponse  equal  to  or  greater  than 
10  percent;  given  the  high  rate  of  unit  response  in  the  study,  this  10  percent  threshold  for  identifying  items 
displaying  high  nonresponse  is  relatively  conservative.  Use  of  a more  liberal  threshold,  such  as  20  percent, 
yields  a considerably  smaller  number  of  problematic  questionnaire  items. 

Appendix  J displays  the  number  of  eligible  respondents,  nonresponse  rates,  and  standard  errors  for  institution 
questionnaire  items  with  nonresponse  greater  than  or  equal  to  10  percent. 

Questions  C27,  C32,  C33,  D35,  D37  and  D40 — all  of  them  soliciting  information  on  the  range  of  benefits 
for  part-time,  non-instructional,  and  temporary  employees — showed  rates  of  item  nonresponse  greater  than 
20  percent.  Low  eligible  sample  sizes  (in  some  cases,  with  n < 100)  characterized  these  items,  suggesting  that 
only  a small  number  of  institutions  offered  the  full  range  of  benefits  for  either  type  of  faculty.  To  take  an 
example,  item  D40C2  reports  an  item  nonresponse  rate  of  53  percent.  However,  this  rate  is  based  on  a ratio 
of  93  nonrespondents  to  only  174  eligible  respondents.  This  low  n of  eligible  respondents  stems  from,  first, 
the  fact  that  only  493  of  the  872  responding  institutions  offer  benefits  to  part-time  faculty;  and  second,  that 
only  375  institutions  have  specific  requirements  for  part-time  instructional  faculty  to  receive  benefits.  Other 
filters  in  the  questionnaire  lowered  the  number  of  eligible  respondents  to  174 

Item  nonresponse  appears  to  be  high  for  this  set  of  questions  for  two  reasons:  first,  the  questions  dealt  with 
subsets  of  faculty  (i.e.  full-time  non-instructional,  part-time  and  temporary  employees)  about  whom  it  may 
have  been  difficult  to  provide  information;  second,  these  questions  were  positioned  later  in  the  questionnaire; 
and  third,  the  questionnaire  consisted  of  almost  300  questions  and  subquestions.  These  explanations  for  high 
item  nonresponse  could  have  reinforced  each  other. 

Perhaps  the  most  extreme  illustration  of  the  first  explanation  can  be  observed  at  Question  C32,  where 
respondents  were  asked  to  provide  information  about  “temporary,  full-time,  non-instructional  faculty.”  The 
difficulty  of  specifying  answers  for  this  group  (as  opposed  to,  say,  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  or  full- 
time faculty)  may  have  contributed  to  high  item  nonresponse. 

The  institution  questionnaire  had  the  potential  of  requiring  more  than  120  individual  entries  by  the  end  of 
Section  B;  an  additional  100  entries  by  the  end  of  Section  C;  and  yet  another  67  entries  by  the  end  of  Section 
D.  For  the  benefits  questions  (B15,  B16,  C31,  C32,  D35,  D37,  D40)  and  the  assessment  of  teaching 
performance  questions  (B18  and  D42),  “don’t  know”  was  pre-printed  as  a response  for  many  of  the  sub- 
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items.  In  1988,  benefits  questions  were  asked  only  about  full-time  instructional  faculty  in  the  institution 
questionnaire,  and  the  assessment  questions  were  asked  only  in  the  department  questiormaire.  In  the  1992 
field  test,  no  questions  were  asked  about  temporary  faculty.  As  a result,  “don’t  know”  was  provided  as  a 
response  category  for  benefits  questions  for  temporary  fiill-time  faculty  and  instructional  staff,  and  for  part- 
time  instructional  faculty/staff,  and  for  the  performance  assessment  questions. 

Appendix  P contains  the  imputation  flags  for  all  missing  items,  with  separate  flags  for  “don’t  know” 
responses  that  were  set  to  missing  before  imputation.  For  B15  and  B16  (benefits  for  temporary  full-time 
instructional  faculty/staff)  six  respondents  did  not  answer  either  B 15  or  any  sub-items  at  B16A-0;  the  “don’t 
know”  responses  ranged  from  20  to  30  for  B 15,  and  for  the  15  sub-items  of  B16.  Out  of  872  respondents  to 
the  questionnaire,  584  were  eligible  to  answer  B 16. 

For  C31  and  C32  (benefits  for  temporary  full-time  non-instructional  faculty),  and  at  C35-C37  (benefits  for 
part-time  instructional  faculty  and  staff)  more  respondents  did  not  answer  at  all,  rather  than  select  a “don’t 
know”  response.  At  this  point,  respondents  may  have  found  it  burdensome  to  select  a response  for  each  sub- 
item. 

In  the  benefits  questions,  sub-items  that  asked  whether  a particular  benefit  was  fully  subsidized,  partially 
subsidized  or  not  subsidized  at  all,  appeared  to  be  difficult  to  answer  as  well.  These  sub-items  were  added 
after  the  field  test  for  the  majority  of  the  benefits  questions.  “Don’t  know  was  not  provided  as  a response 
choice,  and  several  sub-items  had  nonresponse  rates  greater  than  1 0 percent,  with  sub-items  such  as 
subsidization  of  housing,  and  cafeteria-style  benefits  plans  having  higher  nonresponse  rates  even  for  full-time 
permanent  instructional  faculty/staff  For  other  faculty  groups,  the  nonresponse  rates  were  higher  for  more  of 
these  sub-items.  This  again  is  likely  to  indicate  respondents  did  not  know  the  answers. 

“Don’t  know”  responses  were  offered  as  a response  choice  at  the  sub-items  of  Questions  B 1 8 and  B22 
(methods  used  to  assess  teaching  performance).  There  were  fewer  “don’t  knows”  than  unanswered  for  these 
sub-items,  but  the  total  number  of  missings  suggests  that  these  questions  may  not  be  easily  answered  at  the 
institution  level. 
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9.  Faculty  Questionnaire  Data  Quality 

This  chapter  reviews  the  results  of  a validity  and  reliability  evaluation  of  faculty  questionnaire  items.  For 
purposes  of  NSOPF-93,  ‘‘validity”  is  defined  as  the  correlation  or  association  between  the  measured  and  true 
values  of  a characteristic  or  attribute.  “Reliability”  expresses  the  correlation  or  association  between  repeated 
measurements  of  the  same  item.^^  The  goals  of  the  validity  and  reliability  evaluations  are  to  identify  faculty 
questionnaire  items  that  yield  data  of  low  quality  and  to  identify  characteristics  of  items  (question  wording, 
context,  and  unclear  or  ambiguous  response  categories)  that  cause  response  problems.  The  NSOPF-93  field 
test  used  different  research  designs  to  evaluate  the  validity  and  reliability  of  faculty  questionnaire  items. 
Validity  was  also  evaluated  for  the  full-scale  study. 

9.1  Validity  and  Reliability  in  the  NSOPF-93  Field  Test 

To  evaluate  validity  in  the  NSOPF-93  field  test,  faculty  responses  to  selected  items  of  the  faculty 
questionnaire  were  compared  with  data  obtained  from  the  postsecondary  institution  in  which  the  faculty 
member  was  employed  during  the  fall  of  1991  for  the  field  test.  Each  sampled  institution  was  requested  to 
provide  data  on  the  gender,  race/ethnicity,  employment  status  (full-time  versus  part-time),  principal  field  or 
teaching  discipline,  and  tenure  status  (tenured  versus  not  tenured)  of  sample  faculty  at  their  institution 
(Tenure  status  was  used  only  in  the  field  test).  These  institutional  data  were  used  to  evaluate  faculty 
members’  self-reports  of  the  same  characteristics. 

To  evaluate  reliability  for  the  field  test,  a subsample  of  faculty  who  responded  to  the  original  interview  were 
reinterviewed.  The  reinterview  was  conducted  via  telephone,  while  all  field  test  faculty  were  asked,  initially, 
to  complete  a self-administered  questionnaire.  A small  number  of  respondents  who  failed  to  complete  a self- 
administered  interview  completed  a computer-assisted  telephone  interview  (CATI).  The  reinterview 
questionnaire  (see  Appendix  D)  included  a subset  of  the  same  items  that  were  administered  in  the  original 
interview,  including  items  on  instructional  duties,  principal  activities,  field  or  discipline,  degrees  and  honors, 
previous  jobs,  publications  and  presentations,  funded  research,  allocation  of  time,  and  salary.  These  items 
were  selected  in  part  because  they  were  identified  to  be  potentially  problematic  for  respondents.  The 
reliability  of  each  reinterview  item  was  evaluated  by  comparing  faculty  members’  responses  to  the 
reinterview  with  their  responses  to  the  original  interview.  The  sample  size  for  the  reliability  evaluation  was 
117  cases. 

The  conclusions  of  the  field  test  validity  evaluation  were  as  follows: 

• For  gender,  race/ethnicity,  and  employment  status,  the  faculty  questionnaire  and  institutional  data 
were  consistent  in  more  than  90  percent  of  the  sample  cases. 

• For  principal  discipline  or  field,  the  percentage  of  consistent  cases  for  the  field  test  was  slightly 
below  70  percent. 


Robert  M.  Groves,  Survey  Errors  and  Survey  Costs  (New  York:  John  Wiley,  1989),  pp.  19,  22.  The 
terms  validity  and  reliability  are  variously  defined  in  the  scientific  literature.  For  other  definitions,  see  Edward  G. 
Carmines  and  Richard  A.  Zeller,  Reliability  and  Validity  Assessment  (Beverly  Hills:  Sage  Publications,  1979);  and 
Judith  T.  Lessler  and  William  D.  Kalsbeek,  Nonsampling  Error  in  Surveys  (New  York:  John  Wiley,  1992),  pp..238- 
239. 
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• Inconsistencies  between  the  institutional  and  questionnaire  data  do  not  necessarily  point  to  low 
validity  of  the  questionnaire  data.  This  is  true  for  several  reasons:  errors  are  possible  in  both  data 
sources;  the  questions  that  were  posed  to  faculty  and  to  institutions  were  not  exactly  identical;  and 
high  rates  of  missing  data,  especially  missing  institutional  data,  vitiate  several  of  the  comparisons. 
In  particular,  and  as  might  be  expected,  institutions  reported  principal  discipline  as  “unknown” 
much  more  frequently  than  do  faculty. 

The  conclusions  of  the  field  test  reliability  evaluation  are  as  follows: 

• For  each  of  eight  categorical  variables  that  were  evaluated,  that  is,  instructional  duties  (Question 
1),  credit  or  noncredit  courses  (Question  1 [A]),  principal  activity  (Question  2),  principal  field 
(Question  14),  last  degree  (Question  18),  level  of  students  in  classes  (Question  23),  and  funded 
research  (Question  29),  the  interview  and  reinterview  responses  are  consistent  in  more  than  70 
percent  of  the  cases.  Given  the  high  standard  errors  associated  with  a sample  of  1 17  cases,  we  do 
not  have  evidence  of  poor  reliability. 

Most  of  19  continuous  variables  that  were  evaluated  have  correlations  greater  than  .70  between 

the  original  and  reinterview  responses.  The  interview-reinterview  correlations  are  low  for  the 
following  variables: 


Hours  per  week — unpaid  activities  (Question  37[C]):  r = .3 1 . 

Percentage  of  hours — professional  growth  (Question  3 8 [E-F]) : r = . 1 3 . 

Percentage  of  hours — research  (Question  38  [G-J]):  r = .29. 

Percentage  of  hours — other  activities  (Question  38[K-P]):  r = .47. 

Income  from  outside  consulting  (Question  5 1 [H]):  r = .40. 


• Low  associations  or  correlations  between  interview  and  reinterview  responses  do  not  necessarily 
indicate  poor  reliability  of  the  self-administered  questionnaire  (SAQ),  because  the  reinterview  was 
conducted  by  telephone  rather  than  by  SAQ.  It  is  plausible  that  some  of  the  characteristics  were 
measured  more  reliably  by  SAQ  than  by  telephone.  The  different  questionnaire  contexts  of  the 
items  in  the  interview  and  reinterview  may  be  an  additional  cause  of  discrepancies,  since  the 
reinterview  asked  only  a subset  of  the  original  items.  Finally,  the  small  sample  size  and  high  rates 
of  missing  data  also  attenuate  some  of  the  conclusions  based  on  the  reliability  evaluation. 

A more  detailed  description  of  validity  and  reliability  tests  performed  during  the  field  test  is  available  in  the 
1 992-92  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  Field  Test  Report  [NCES  93-390]. 

9.2  Changes  to  the  1993  Full  Scale  Study 

The  low  reliability  noted  on  a number  of  items  in  Question  38  on  the  field  test  faculty  questionnaire  resulted 
in  a decision  to  revise  this  question  for  the  full-scale  study.  This  question,  asking  respondents  to  document 
the  percentage  of  their  time  they  spent  performing  16  different  job-related  and  non-teaching  activities,  was 
revised  to  reduce  to  six  the  number  of  job-related  and  non-teaching  activities. 

For  purposes  of  cost-saving  and  efficiency,  only  five  faculty  discipline  codes  were  recorded  on  the  electronic 
faculty  list.  These  were  the  National  Endowment.for  the  Humanities-designated  discipliiies  (philosophy/ 
religion,  foreign  languages,  English  language  and  literature,  and  history)  and  one  “non-NEH”  category.  Data 
were  coded  in  this  form  because  the  NSOPF-93  oversampled  four  specific  humanities  departments.  The 
validity  tests  discussed  in  the  following  section  take  this  change  in  the  faculty  list  into  account. 
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9.3  Validity  in  the  1993  Full  Scale  Study 

The  sample  size  for  the  field  test  validity  study  was  495  cases,  The  full-scale  study  validity  sample  sizes 
varied  from  19,273  pairs  of  cases  (on  the  comparison  of  racial/ethnic  data)  to  24,362  pairs  of  cases  (for  the 
comparison  of  faculty  gender).  Data  obtained  from  the  NSOPF-93  instrument  and  data  supplied  by 
institutions  were  compared  on  four  respondent  characteristics;  gender,  race/ethriicity,  employment  status 
(full-time  or  part-time)  and  academic  discipline.  Exhibits  9-1  to  9-4  summarize  the  direct  comparisons  of 
faculty  list  data  with  faculty  questionnaire  data.  Exhibit  9-5  compares  these  data  and  assesses  the 
consistency  in  responses  between  faculty  list  and  questionnaire  data.  Measures  of  association  (chi  square, 
Cramer’s  V)  and  measures  of  inconsistency  (percent  inconsistent  and  the  index  of  inconsistency)  were  used. 
All  statistical  tests  of  validity  indicated  that  the  data  obtained  from  the  NSOPF-93  instrument  provided  valid 
measures  of  respondent  gender,  race/ethnicity,  employment  status  and  academic  discipline. 

The  inconsistency  index  is  defined  as  “the  ratio  of  [simple  response  variance]  to  the  total  variance  of  the 
[characteristic  being  measured],  where  ‘total  variance’  includes  the  variability  in  the  population  of  the 
characteristic  being  measured.”^^  The  index  of  inconsistency  gives  a more  accurate  reading  of  data  quality 
than  the  percent  inconsistent,  because  it  adjusts  for  the  prevalence  of  an  attribute  in  the  population.  The  index 
is  standardized  by  adjusting  for  marginal  distributions  of  responses  in  the  two  datasets  (institution-provided 
and  NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire  data).  It  is  more  accurately  comparable  across  different  items  allowing 
generalizations  about  levels  of  inconsistency  observed.  Index  values  of  .20  or  lower  are  considered  to 
represent  low  inconsistency,  values  between  .20  and  .50  are  considered  moderate,  and  values  of  .50  and 
higher  are  considered  to  represent  high  levels  of  inconsistency. 

Exhibits  9-1  to  9-4  report  comparisons  on  four  faculty  characteristics:  gender,  full-time/part-time  status, 
discipline  and  race/ethnicity.  In  each  table,  the  row  variable  is  the  faculty  list  variable  and  the  column 
variable  is  the  faculty  questionnaire  variable.  In  general,  each  exhibit  shows  a high  degree  of  correspondence 
between  faculty  list  and  faculty  questionnaire  data.  The  measures  of  association  reported  in  the  tables  are 
generally  high  (greater  than  .70) — even  for  multiple-cell  comparisons  (e.g.,  race/ethnicity). 

The  consistency  noted  between  the  faculty  list  data  and  faculty  questionnaire  data  equal  or  exceed  the 
consistency  of  faculty  list  and  faculty  questioimaire  data  noted  in  the  1992-93  National  Study  of 
Postsecondary  Faculty  Field  Test  Report  [NCES  93-390].  For  example,  faculty  list  data  and  faculty 
questionnaire  data  for  employment  status  (full-time/  part-time)  diverged  only  in  5.7  percent  of  the  cases  in  the 
NSOPF-93  full-scale  study,  compared  to  a 8.2  percent  of  the  cases  that  were  inconsistent  in  the  field  test 
data.  On  the  race/ethnicity  comparison,  faculty  list  data  and  faculty  questionnaire  data  results  were  almost 
identical,  showing  agreement  between  the  faculty  list  and  the  faculty  questioimaire  96. 1 percent  of  the  time  in 
the  full-scale  study  compared  to  96.6  percent  in  the  field  test. 

The  faculty  sampling  list  showed  great  accuracy  in  accoimting  for  the  employment  status  of  sampled  faculty, 
with  94.3  percent  of  faculty  self-reports  of  status  matching  their  institutions’  reports.  Of  the  5.7  percent  of 
cases  that  did  not  match,  870  faculty  whose  institutions  identified  them  as  part-timers  classified  themselves 
as  full-timers.  In  contrast,  437  faculty  whose  institutions  identified  them  as  full-timers  classified  themselves 
as  part-timers. 

Nevertheless,  Exhibit  9-2  illustrates  higher  reporting  variability  with  regard  to  part-time  faculty.  Institutions 
and  full-time  faculty  agreed  on  their  classification  of  employment  status  97.2  percent  of  the  time.  In 


^’U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Evaluating  Censuses  of  Population  and  Housing  (Washington,  DC., 
1985),  p.  70. 
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comparison,  institutions  and  part-time  faculty  agreed  on  their  classification  of  employment  status  88. 1 
percent  of  the  time. 

Although  the  consistency  between  faculty  list  data  and  faculty  questionnaire  data  is  generally  high  for  other 
variables,  a few  anomalies  can  be  noted  in  other  tables.  For  example,  32.4  percent  of  faculty  whose 
institutions  classified  them  in  the  “philosophy/religion”  disciplines  placed  themselves  in  the  “non-NEH” 
fields  (Exhibit  9-3).  It  is  possible  that  faculty  members  whom  institutions  identify  as  teaching  in  religion 
departments  do  not  hold  religion  degrees  (e.g.  sociologists  teaching  “Sociology  of  Religion”  courses).  These 
faculty  members  may  have  listed  their  teaching  discipline  as  something  other  than  “religion/religious 
studies.” 


Exhibit  9-1 : Comparison  of  faculty  list  data  and  faculty  questionnaire  data, 
by  gender 


Gender  (NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire) 
(percent  of  cases) 

Gender  (faculty  list) 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Male 

13,475 

244 

13,719 

(98.2) 

(1.8) 

(56.3) 

Female 

200 

10,443 

10,643 

(1.9) 

J98.1) 

(43.7) 

Total 

13,675 

10,687 

24,362 

(56.1) 

(43.9) 

(100.0) 

Effective  Sample  Size:  24,362 
Frequency  Missing:  1 ,4 1 8 

Statistic 

Chi-Square 

Likelihood  Ratio  Chi-Square 

Phi  Coefficient  .963 

Contingency  Coefficient  .694 
Cramers’  V .963 


DF  Value  Prob 

1 22591.762  .001 

1 28969.580  .001 
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Exhibit  9-2:  Comparison  of  faculty  list  data  and  faculty  questionnaire  data, 
by  full-time/part-time  status 

(percent  of  cases) 


Status  (T^SOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire) 

Status  (faculty  list) 

Full-time 

Part-time 

Total 

Full-time 

15,181 

437 

15,618 

(97.2) 

(2.8) 

(68.0) 

Part-time 

870 

6,468 

7,338 

(11.9) 

(88.1) 

(32.0) 

Total 

16,051 

6,905 

22,956 

(69.9) 

(30.1) 

(100.0) 

Effective  Sample  Size:  22,956 
Frequency  Missing:  2,824 

Statistic 

Chi-Square 

Likelihood  Ratio  Chi-Square 

Phi  Coefficient  .868 

Contingency  Coefficient  .655 
Cramers’ V .868 


DF  Value  Prob. 

1 17290.137  .001 

1 18746.712  .001 
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Exhibit  9-3:  Comparison  of  faculty  list  data  and  faculty  questionnaire  data, 
by  faculty  discipline 


Discipline  (NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire) 
(percent  of  cases) 

Discipline 
(faculty  list) 

Non-NEH 

History 

Foreign 

language 

English 

Philosophy/ 

religion 

Total 

Non-NEH 

18,581 

122 

128 

631 

78 

19,540 

(95.1) 

(0.6) 

(0.7) 

(3.2) 

(0.4) 

(82.4) 

History 

136 

638 

2 

11 

6 

793 

(17.2) 

(80.5) 

(0.3) 

(1.4) 

(0.8) 

(3.3) 

Foreign 

57  ' 

6 

684 

65 

5 

817 

languages 

(7.0) 

(0.7) 

(83.7) 

(8.0) 

(0.6) 

(3.4) 

English 

167 

7 

40 

1,839 

4 

2,057 

(8.1) 

(0.3) 

(1.9) 

(89.4) 

(0.2) 

(8.7) 

Philosophy/ 

166 

13 

1 

5 

327 

512 

Religion 

(32.4) 

(2.5) 

(0.2) 

(1.0) 

(63.9) 

(2.2)  ■ 

Total 

19,107  ♦ 

786 

855 

2,551 

420 

23,719 

(80.6) 

(3.3)  . 

(3.6) 

(10.8) 

(1.8) 

(100.0) 

Effective  Sample  Size:  23,719 
Frequency  Missing:  2,061 


Statistic 

DF 

Value 

Prob. 

Chi-Square 

16 

57131.212 

.001 

Likelihood  Ratio  Chi-Square 

16 

20039.422 

.001 

Phi  Coefficient  1.552 

Contingency  Coefficient  .841 
Cramers’  V .776 
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Exhibit  9-4:  Comparison  of  faculty  list  data  and  faculty  questionnaire  data, 
by  race/ethnicity 


Race/Ethnicity  (NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire) 
(percent  of  cases) 

Race/ethnicity 
(faculty  list) 

White, 

non- 

Hispanic 

Black, 

non- 

Hispanic 

Hispanic 

Asian/ 

Pacific 

Islander 

American 

Indian/ 

Alaskan 

Native 

Total 

White,  non- 

14,769 

63 

110 

73 

57 

15,072 

Hispanic 

(98.0) 

(0.4) 

(0.7) 

(0.5) 

(0.4) 

(78.2) 

Black,  non- 

102 

1,947 

23 

19 

6 

2,097 

Hispanic 

(4.9) 

(92.9) 

(1.1) 

(0.9) 

(0.3) 

(10.9) 

Hispanic 

85 

3 

892 

36 

17 

1,033 

(8.2) 

(0.3) 

(86.4) 

(3.5) 

(1.7) 

(5.4) 

Asian/Pacific 

79 

8 

10 

890 

'6 

993 

Islander 

(8.0) 

(0.8) 

(1.0) 

(89.6) 

(0.6) 

(5.2) 

American  Indian/ 

38 

0 

.1 

9 

30 

78 

Alaskan  Native 

(48.7) 

(0.0) 

(1.3) 

(11.5) 

(38.5) 

(0.4) 

Total 

15,073 

2,021 

1,036 

1,027 

116 

19,273 

(78.2) 

(10.5) 

(5.4) 

(5.3) 

(0.6) 

(100.0) 

Effective  Sample  Size:  19,273 
Frequency  Missing;  6,507 

Statistic 

Chi-Square 

Likelihood  Ratio  Chi-Square 


DF 

Value 

Prob. 

16 

47902.600 

.001 

16 

22554.377 

.001 

Phi  Coefficient  1.577 

Contingency  Coefficient  .844 
Cramers’  V .788 

The  comparison  between  institution-supplied  data  and  respondent  answers  on  the  instrument  showed  a very 
high  level  of  consistency.  The  question  ascertaining  faculty  academic  discipline  (Question  A 12)  produced  the 
highest  level  of  inconsistency,  with  about  7 percent  of  answers  failing  to  match  information  on  institutional 
records.  However,  this  represented  a nearly  five-fold  improvement  in  consistency  noted  on  a similar  question 
in  the  1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  Field  Test  Report  [NCES  93-390].  The  lowest 
level  of  inconsistency  was  observed  on  questions  regarding  race/ethmeity  and  gender. 


As  noted  in  Exliibit  9-5,  the  inconsistency  index  roughly  paralleled  the  patterns  observed  in  the  percent 
inconsistent  measure.  Inconsistency  was  lowest  on  sociodemographic  questions  (race/ethnicity  and  gender) 
and  highest  on  employment-related  questions  (employment  status  and  discipline).  The  discipline  question 
showed  the  highest  level  of  inconsistency  (2 1 .4  percent),  when  measured  on  this  index.  This  compared  to  the 
6.96  percent  figure  obtained  in  the  raw  percent  inconsistent  measure,  in  which  faculty  discipline  also 
exliibited  the  highest  level  of  inconsistency.  The  percentage  of  consistent  cases  for  principal  discipline  or  field 
increased  from  69.5  percent  on  the  field  test  to  93  percent  on  the  full-scale  study. 
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Exhibit  9-5:  Comparison  of  faculty  and  institution  data,  NSOPF-93:  various  measures 


Item 

Base  n 

Cramer^s  V 

Percent 

inconsistent 

Inconsistency  index 
(standard  error)** 

Gender 

24,362 

.963* 

1.82 

3.70  (.176) 

Race/ethnicity 

19,273 

.788* 

3.39 

10.41  (.374) 

Employment 

22,956 

.868* 

5.69 

13.31  (.368) 

Discipline 

23,719 

.776* 

6.96 

21.4  (.510) 

♦Significant  at  .001. 

♦♦Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 


9.4  An  Assessment  of  Validity  for  the  1993  Full  Scale  Study 

A look  at  the  cross-tabular  distributions  of  the  institution-provided  and  respondent-provided  data  suggest  the 
sources  of  inconsistency  (Exhibits  9-1  to  9-4). 

Gender.  Only  a small  number  of  cases,  1.8  percent  of  the  total,  showed  inconsistency  between  institution 
and  respondent.  This  level  of  inconsistency  is  probably  to  be  expected  from  such  factors  as  clerical  error  or 
chance. 


Race/ethnicity.  The  greatest  source  of  inconsistency  resulted  from  respondents,  identified  by  their 
institutions  as  white,  non-Hispanic,  identifying  themselves  as  Hispanic,  Asian/Pacific  Islander,  or  American 
Indian/Alaskan  Native.  Fully  49  percent  of  self-identified  American  Indian/Alaskan  Natives  were  classified 
by  their  institutions  as  white,  non-Hispanic.  However,  since  these  cases  of  inconsistency  total  only  1.2 
percent  of  cases  in  the  sample,  they  have  little  impact  on  the  overall  levels  of  inconsistency  noted  in  Exhibit 

Employment  Status.  Slightly  more  than  6 percent  (6.3  percent)  of  faculty  members  who  identified 
themselves  as  part-time  on  the  survey  instruments  were  classified  as  full-time  faculty  by  their  institution. 
Likewise,  5.4  percent  of  institution-classified  part-time  staff  gave  their  employment  status  as  “full  time.” 

Discipline.  The  majority  of  inconsistencies  arose  when  respondents  listed  their  disciplines  as  one  of  the  four 
National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities-designated  disciplines  (philosophy/religion,  foreign  languages, 
English  language  and  literature,  and  history)  while  their- institutions  listed  their  disciplines  as  “non-NEH.” 
Almost  one-quarter  (24.7  percent)  of  self-identified  English  faculty  were  classified  by  their  institutions  as 
“non-NEH.”  The  comparable  figures  for  other  disciplines  were  as  follows:  philosophy/religion  (18.6 
percent),  history  (15.5  percent),  foreign  languages  (15.0  percent). 

All  indices  reviewed  here  exhibit  much  lower  levels  of  inconsistency  in  the  institution-respondent  comparison 
than  were  observed  in  the  field  test  report.  The  much  larger  sample  size  for  the  full-scale  study  decreased  the 
impact  of  the  small  number  of  inconsistent  responses.  Moreover,  on  one  comparison  (faculty  discipline), 
available  data  allowed  for  a comparison  on  five,  rather  thaii  14,  discipline  choices.  Therefore,  the  decreased 
inconsistency  in  the  discipline  comparison  may  simply  reflect  decreased  variability  in  responses  due  to  the 
decision  to  restrict  the  number  of  disciplines  recorded. 
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9.5  Data  Quality  and  Faculty  Population  Estimates 

Preliminary  investigations  using  the  original  NSOPF-93  faculty  data  file  produced  national  faculty  population 
estimates  that  did  not  match  expectations.  As  Chapter  10  and  Appendix  R explain  in  detail,  a recontacting 
and  reconciliation  effort  was  performed  to  check  the  accuracy  of  estimates  of  the  national  population  of 
faculty  derived  from  original  faculty  lists.  This  reconciliation  procedure  helped  to  create  “best  estimates”  of 
faculty  counts  at  participating  NSOPF-93  institutions.  The  best  estimates  were  then  used  to  establish 
national  population  estimates  of  full-time  and  part-time  faculty. 

The  two-step  process  of  compiling  the  original  faculty  list  and  confirming  “best  estimates”  in  the  recontact 
and  reconciliation  effort  can  be  likened  to  a test-retest  exercise  used  in  standard  reliability  studies.  Moreover, 
the  establishment  through  the  recontacting  effort  of  the  “true  value”  for  the  count  of  faculty  at  each 
institution  aided  in  judging  the  validity  of  the  original  faculty  list.  Exhibit  9-6  presents  four  statistics  for 
establishing  the  validity  and  reliability  of  the  original  list.  Statistics  are  presented  for  all  participating 
institutions  in  the  NSOPF-93  sample  and  for  the  subset  of  reconciled  institutions. 

To  calculate  the  inconsistency  measures  (percent  inconsistent  and  aggregate  index  of  inconsistency),  which 
usually  apply  to  categorical  data,  a four-level  scale  for  the  best  estimates  dataset  was  created  by  partitioning 
the  unweighted  best  estimates  for  total  faculty  (a  continuous  variable)  into  quartiles.  The  original  list  data 
was  then  recoded  into  a similar  four-level  scale,  using  the  same  cutpoints  used  to  partition  the  best  estimates 
data.  This  procedure  allowed  the  use  of  inconsistency  measures  to  validate  the  original  faculty  list  against  the 
“true  values”  the  best  estimates  represent.  As  Exhibit  9-6  illustrates,  the  original  faculty  list  showed  a 
moderate  level  of  inconsistency  compared  to  the  “true”  values.  However,  even  this  moderate  level 
introduced  a divergence  from  true  values  and,  thus,  inaccuracy  into  estimates  of  faculty  population.  Data 
gathered  during  the  reconciliation  effort  were  used  to  poststratify  national  population  estimates  to  the  “true” 
values.  Chapter  10  explains  reconciliation  procedures  and  post-stratification. 


Exhibit  9-6:  Measures  of  reliability  and  validity  (unweighted  data) 


Reconciled  institutions  (n=492) 

Total  institutions  («=817) 

Mean  original  LIST 
(standard  error) 

771,1  (44,1) 

659,1(28.9) 

Mean  BEST  estimate 
(standard  error) 

802.7  (42.0) 

678.3  (27.8) 

Percent  inconsistent* 
(standard  error) 

26,4(2,0) 

18.4  (1.4) 

Index  of  inconsistency* 
(standard  error) 

35,2  (2,7) 

24.5(1.8) 

*Based  on  comparison  of  institutions  assigned  to  quartiles. 
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10.  Institution  Recontact,  Best  Estimates,  and  Post-Stratification 
10.1  Accuracy  of  National  Population  Estimates 

In  the  spring  and  summer  of  1995,  exploratory  analysis  using  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  dataset  produced  faculty 
estimates  that  diverged,  in  some  cases  significantly,  from  expectations.  Gaps  appeared  between  faculty 
counts  reported  on  the  faculty  list  (or  sampling  frame)  and  faculty  counts  that  institution  administrators 
reported  in  the  institution  questionnaire.  Discrepancies  were  also  apparent  in  the  estimates  of  faculty  in  the 
health  sciences — though  they  appeared  across  other  faculty  disciplines  as  well — and  in  estimates  of  part-time 
faculty.  Statistical  and  anecdotal  evidence  on  higher  education  for  the  period  in  question  (1987  to  1992) 
predicted  an  increase,  rather  than  a decrease,  in  part-time  faculty.  Results  from  the  NSOPF-93  institution 
questionnaire  supported  this  expectation,  as  Exhibit  10-1  shows.  But,  as  Exhibit  10-1  also  demonstrates, 
weighted  national  estimates  of  faculty  teaching  for-credit  courses  derived  from  the  original  NSOPF-93 
faculty  dataset  showed  no  change  in  the  distribution  of  full-time  and  part-time  faculty  from  the  NSOPF-88 
faculty  dataset.  The  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  estimated  that  part-time  instructional  faculty  and 
staff  accounted  for  9 percent  more  of  the  total  number  of  instructional  faculty  in  the  U.S.  than  did  estimates 
derived  from  the  original  NSOPF-93  faculty  dataset.  The  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  also  estimated 
that  part-time  instructional  faculty  accounted  for  nearly  5 percent  more  of  the  total  number  of  instructional 
faculty  in  the  U.S.  in  the  fall  of  1992  than  the  NSOPF-88  institution  questionnaire  reported  for  the  fall  of 
1987. 


Exhibit  10-1 ; Estimates  of  total,  full-time  and  part-time 
faculty  teaching  for-credit  courses  from  four  NSOPF  sources  (weighted) 


NSOPF-88 

NSOPF-93 

Institution 

questionnaire 

Faculty 

questionnaire 

Institution 

questionnaire 

Original  faculty 
questionnaire 

Total 

Pet. 

Total 

Pet. 

Total 

Pet. 

Total 

Pet. 

Total  faculty 

824,685 

100 

769,825 

100 

940,192 

100 

712,858 

100 

Full-time  faculty 

513,663 

62.3 

515,138 

66.9 

539,210 

57.6 

474,788 

66.6 

Part-time  faculty 

311,022 

37.7 

254,687 

33.1 

400,981 

42.4 

238,070 

33.4 

Sources:  NSOPF-93  Restricted-use  Faculty  Data,  1988  and  1993  (1995);  Preliminary  Delivery  of  Restricted-use  NSOPF-93  Faculty  Data  File 
(October  14,  1996);  NSOPF-88  Institution  Dataset 


In  the  health  sciences,  estimates  of  the  total  number  of  faculty  showed  a decline  of  approximately  48,000 
from  estimates  produced  for  NSOPF-88,  as  presented  in  Exhibit  10-2:  A check  with  the  Association  of 
American  Medical  Colleges  (AAMC)  and  other  health  sciences  professional  organizations  cast  doubt  on  the 
accuracy  of  the  NSOPF-93  data.  Their  data  suggested  that  health  sciences  faculties  had  not  declined  sharply. 
While  the  AAMC  definitions  of  faculty  do  not  match  NSOPF  definitions  exactly,  the  1994  AAMC  Data  Book 
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reported  that  paid  faculty  (both  full-time  and  part-time)  in  pre-clinical  and  clinical  sciences  in  U S medical 
schools  increased  from  75,156  in  1987-88  to  94,641  in  1992-93.“ 

NSOPF-88  estimated  a population  of  health  sciences  faculty  nearly  54,000  greater  than  the  1987-88  AAMC 
estimate.  But  NSOPF-93  estimated  a population  of  health  sciences  faculty  nearly  14,000  less  than  the  1992- 

93  AAMC  estimate.  In  the  1987-88  to  1992-93  period,  the  NSOPF  estimate  of  the  health  sciences  faculty 

population  declined,  while  the  AAMC  estimate  of  faculty  in  pre-clinical  and  clinical  sciences  increased. 

These  observations  may  have  indicated  a problem  in  the  NSOPF-88  dataset.  The  difficulty  of  obtaining  and 
recheckmg  sampling  and  weighting  datafiles  prepared  for  the  1987  survey  forestalled  further  exploration  of 
at  dataset.  While  the  possibility  of  a problem  in  NSOPF-88  cannot  be  ruled  out,  the  fact  that  the  estimates 
showed  a substantial  decline  in  1992-93  health  sciences  faculty  that  was  unsupported  by  external  sources 
suggested  it  was  more  prudent  to  begin  the  investigation  with  the  later  cycle  of  NSOPF. 

This  chapter  discusses  the  extent  of  discrepancies  in  faculty  counts  in  NSOPF-93  and  summarizes  the 
procedures  used  to  reconcile  discrepancies  to  calculate  “best  estimates”  of  full-time,  part-time,  and  total 
faculty  in  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  dataset. 


Exhibit  10-2:  Changes  in  health  sciences  faculty  between  NSOPF-88  and  NSOPF-93  (weighted) 


Principal  Fields 

NSOPF-88  faculty  dataset 

NSOPF-93  original  faculty 

Total  # 

Pet. 

Pet. 

Total# 

Pet. 

Pet. 

full- 

part- 

fuU- 

part-time 

time 

time 

time 

Health  technology 

8,904 

56.6 

43.4 

10,101 

64.2 

35.8 

Dentistry 

9,403 

46.0 

54.0 

5,684 

57.9 

42.1 

Health  svc.  admin. 

1,295 

61.8 

38.2 

1,137 

49.9 

50.1 

Medicine/psychiatry 

52,865 

83.4 

16.6 

19,136 

80.3 

19.7 

Nursing 

25,902 

74.7 

26.3 

25,573 

77.0 

23.0 

Pharmacy 

3,958 

72.4 

27.6 

2,215 

78.3 

21.7 

Public  health 

7,301 

63.7 

36.3 

2,554 

77.3 

22.7 

Veterinaiy  medicine 

2,816 

97.9 

2.1 

1,994 

85.2 

14.8 

Other  health  sciences 

16,567 

61.1 

38.9 

12,522 

68.9 

31.1 

ALL  HEALTH  SCIENCES 

129,011 

72.7 

27.3 

80,916 

73.5 

26.5 

fi  1 nv  ^ ^ Number  of  Full-Time,  Part-Time,  and  Volunteer  Faculty  in  U.S.  Medical  Schools,”  A4MC  Data 
Book  D C.  Association  of  Amencan  Medical  Colleges,  1 994).  The  AAMC  data  report  faculty  in  U S 

mejca  schoo  s.  NSOPF  tracks  health  sciences  faculty  at  postsecondaiy  institutions,  whether  or  not  they  work  in 
medical  schools.  j 
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10.2  Discrepancies  in  Faculty  Counts^^ 

Estimates  of  the  total  number  of  faculty  in  the  target  population  were  based  on  reports  from  two  different 
sources  within  the  same  sampled  institutions.  One  of  these  sources  was  the  faculty  lists  provided  by  the 
participating  institutions  for  sampling  purposes  (hereafter,  referred  to  as  “LIST”).  Another  source  was  the 
institutional  representatives’  survey  responses  to  the  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  (hereafter,  referred 
to  as  “QUEX”)  regarding  the  mrniber  of  faculty  in  these  same  institutions.  A third  source  of  validation,  the 
National  Center  for  Education  Statistics’  Integrated  Postsecondary  Education  Data  System  (hereafter  referred 
to  as  “IPEDS”^®),  provided  a benchmark  by  which  to  check  faculty  estimates  from  the  other  two  sources.  The 
study  intended  to  enumerate  eligible  faculty  employed  in  the  academic  term  including  October  15,  1992. 

Discrepancies  in  faculty  estimates  from  the  three  sources  (LIST,  QUEX,  and  IPEDS)  were  to  some  extent 
inevitable  because  of  variations  in  definitions  used  by  IPEDS  and  the  two  NSOPF-93  sources.  NSOPF-93 
used  a broader  and  more  inclusive  definition  of  postsecondary  faculty  than  IPEDS  uses.  See  the  discussion 
on  comparisons  between  NSOPF  and  IPEDS  in  section  3.10  and  in  Appendix  R,  section  1.2.  Moreover, 
postsecondary  institutions  use  different  data  systems  to  account  for  faculty.  To  check  the  quality  of  the 
faculty  lists  during  the  1 992  list  collection  effort,  discrepancies  between  the  numbers  of  total  faculty 
enumerated  among  these  three  sources  were  monitored.  This  institution-level  comparison  of  unweighted  data 
found  that  faculty  counts  from  the  LIST  and  QUEX  data  generally  exceeded  those  reported  on  IPEDS.  This 
pattern  was  in  the  anticipated  direction,  indicating  that  the  original  listing  operation  accounted  for  a greater 
mrniber  of  faculty  than  institutions  reported  in  the  1991-92  IPEDS  (the  most  current  data  available  when  the 
study  was  fielded).  Exhibit  10-3  summarizes  the.  total  number  of  faculty  enumerated  on  these  datasetS; 


^’The  analysis  presented  here  concentrates  on  the  discrepancy  in  faculty  counts  between  those  reported  on  the 
faculty  list  provided  for  sampling  purposes  and  those  reported  on  the  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire.  For  a more 
detailed  discussion  of  the  discrepancy  analysis  and  of  the  recontacting  effort,  see  Appendix  R:  Technical  Report: 
Discrepancies  in  Faculty  Estimates  in  the  1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty. 

^®The  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  (NCES)  coordinates  with  the  Equal  Employment  Opportunity 
Commission  (EEOC)  to  obtain  biennial  data  (such  as  race,  gender,  salary  levels,  job  classifications,  etc.)  from 
postsecondaiy  institutions  on  their  employees.  NCES  publishes  these  data  in  its  Integrated  Postsecondaiy  Education 
Data  System  (IPEDS). 
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Exhibit  10-3:  NSOPF  counts  of  total  faculty  (unweighted)  by  source  and  year 

(LIST-EPEDS)  Comparison 

Faculty  Counts 

(Matched  Observations*) 

NSOPF-88 

NSOPF-93 

LIST 

232,618 

490,935 

(m=410) 

(«=718) 

IPEDS 

231,376 

419,903 

(m=410) 

(«=718I 

(QUEX-LIST)  Comparison 

QUEX 

236,121 

495,235 

(m=410) 

(n=760) 

LIST 

232,618 

All, 692 

(m=410) 

(n=160') 

(QUEX-IPEDS)  Comparison 

QUEX 

236,121 

484,611 

(m=410) 

(m=746) 

IPEDS 

231,376 

405,636 

(m=410) 

(w=746) 

♦ The  numbers  under  the  faculty  counts  represent  the  number  of  “matched”  institutions,  i.e.  institutions  which  provided  data  from  both 
sources.  For  example,  in  the  NSOPF-93  QUEX/IPEDS  comparison,  746  institutions  had  both  QUEX  and  IPEDS  data  available  for 
comparison. 


Later  comparisons^®  of  QUEX  counts  with  both  IPEDS  and  LIST  counts  revealed  that  the  QUEX  counts 
consistently  exceeded  those  reported  on  the  other  two  sources.  This  analysis  concentrates  on  the 
QUEX/LIST  comparison,  because  the  definitions  of  faculty  used  for  both  sources  were  identical.  A 
comparison  of  faculty  lists  and  institution  questionnaires  should  indicate  whether  institutions  accounted  for 
the  same  faculty  populations  on  their  faculty  lists  and  on  their  institution  questionnaires. 

Faculty  lists  furnished  counts  for  total  faculty,  full-time  faculty,  and  part-time  faculty.  The  institution 
questionnaire  reported  separate  counts  of  each  of  four  types  of  faculty  in  the  institution:  full-time 
instructional  faculty,  full-time  non-instructional  faculty,  part-time  instructional  faculty,  and  part-time  non- 
instructional  faculty.  For  the  discrepancy  analysis,  institution  questionnaire  (i.e.,  QUEX)  counts  for  full-time 
and  part-time  faculty  were  derived  by  adding  together  instructional  and  non-instructional  faculty  for  each  type 
of  employment  status  (i.e.,  full-time,  part-time).  Then  total  faculty  counts  were  derived  by  adding  together 
QUEX  counts  for  full-time  and  part-time  faculty. 

The  analysis  identified  institutions  with  QUEX/LIST  discrepancies  of  10  percent  or  more  in  their  total  faculty 
counts  by  calculating  the  percentage  discrepancy  between  LIST  totals  and  QUEX  totals  [specifically, 
100(QUEX-LIST)/LIST]  for  each  institution.  Negative  discrepancies  signified  that  LIST  counts  exceeded 


"Because  data  collection  for  the  institution  questionnaire  began  after  the  first  faculty  lists  were  received  and 
concluded  after  the  last  faculty  list  was  received,  discrepancies  between  these  two  sources  of  faculty  counts  (i.e., 
discrepancies  between  QUEX  and  LIST)  could  not  be  assessed  during  the  faculty  fist  collection  process.  Moreover, 
fewer  than  one-half  of  the  individuals  named  as  respondents  to  the  institution  questionnaire  were  the  same  individuals 
who  oversaw  preparation  of  faculty  sampling  fists. 
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QUEX  counts.  Positive  discrepancies  signified  the  opposite,  that  is,  that  QUEX  counts  exceeded  LIST 
counts.  A total  of  450  of  760  institutions  (or  59  percent)  for  which  total  faculty  data  for  both  QUEX  and 
LIST  were  available  (i.e.,  “matched  observations”)  had  discrepancies  of  10  percent  or  more. 

To  identify  systematic  sources  of  discrepancies  in  faculty  coimts  between  questionnaire  data  and  faculty  lists, 
a number  of  institutional  characteristics  were  considered.  These  were;  size  (smaller  or  larger  number  of 
faculty  members  than  the  median),  control  (public  or  private),  type  (two-year  versus  four-year),  and  stratum. 
Exhibit  10-4  presents  paired  t-tests  in  faculty  estimates  for  small  and  large  institutions,  for  public  and  private 
institutions  and  for  two-year  and  four-year  institutions.  Exhibit  10-5  presents  the  results  of  paired  t-tests  for 
institutions  in  different  sampling  strata.  If  there  is  no  difference  between  QUEX  and  LIST  (i.e.,  the  null 
hypothesis),  the  institution’s  discrepancy  is  equal  to  zero.  These  t-tests  indicate  whether  the  mean  difference 
between  faculty  counts  provided  on  the  institution  questionnaire  and  the  number  of  faculty  enumerated  on  the 
faculty  list  are  significantly  different  from  zero. 

Institution  size.  Institutions  were  divided  into  “small”  and  “large”  at  the  median  LIST  count  of  363  faculty 
members.  The  analysis  found  significant  differences  between  small  and  large  institutions  in  the  QUEX/LIST 
comparison.  Smaller  institutions  tended  to  provide  higher  faculty  counts  on  the  NSQPF-93  institution 
questionnaire  than  they  did  on  the  faculty  list.  Conversely,  larger  institutions  tended  to  provide  lower  faculty 
estimates  on  the  institution  questionnaire  than  they  did  on  the  faculty  list.  Qn  average,  smaller  institutions 
reported  68  more  faculty  members  on  their  institution  questionnaires  than  on  their  sampling  lists.  This 
difference  was  the  only  one  which  met  a significance  level  of  p=.05.  The  observation  that  larger  institutions 
tended  to  report  23  fewer  faculty  members  on  their  institution  questionnaires  than  on  their  lists,  was  not 
statistically  significant. 

Control.  The  direction  of  the  sign  for  the  mean  difference  suggests  that  private  institutions  tended  to  account 
for  larger  numbers  of  faculty  members  on  their  sampling  lists  than  did  public  institutions.  However,  the 
public/private  control  dimension  was  not  a statistically  significant  predictor  of  the  magnitude  of  differences 
between  LIST  and  QUEX. 

Type.  Discrepancies  for  four-year  institutions  were  negligible,  with  the  mean  faculty  counts  from  the 
institution  questionnaire  exceeding  those  on  the  faculty  lists  by  only  1.8  percent  (calculation  of  mean  percent 
differences  are  not  shown).  For  the  two-year  institutions  in  the  sample,  however,  the  mean  discrepancy  of 
40.9  indicated  that  two-year  institutions  reported  a greater  number  of  faculty  members  on  their  questionnaires 
than  on  their  lists,  perhaps  reflecting  their  greater  reliance  on  a more  transient  population  of  temporary  and 
part-time  faculty.  Still,  the  mean  difference  for  two-year  institutions  was  not  significant  at  the  .05  level. 


127 


136 


1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
Methodology  Report 


Exhibit  10-4:  Discrepancies  by  institution  characteristics:  size,  type  and  control 
mean  differences  (matched  pairs  t-tests),  fall  1992 


Comparison 

Institution  questionnaire — faculty  list  (QUEX  - LIST) 

Institution  characteristic 

n 

Mean  difference 
(standard  error)** 

Probability 

Size 

Small 

382 

68.3  (12.1)“ 

.00 

Large 

378 

-22.6  (31.3) 

.47 

Control 

Public 

529 

38.2  (22.4) 

.08 

Private 

231 

-11.5  (20.7) 

.58 

Type 

Two-year 

267 

40.9  (23.2) 

.08 

Four-year 

493 

13.4  (22.7) 

.55 

'Significant  at  .05. 

**Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 

NOTE.  Large  and  small”  institutions  are  divided  at  the  median  faculty  count  of 363  faculty  members  in  the  LIST  count. 


Sampling  Stratum.  Paired  Mests  were  conducted  on  institutions  classified  into  the  15  sampling  strata 
described  in  Chapter  3.  Public  two-year  institutions  stood  out.  Discrepancies  calculated  for  these  institutions 
(a  mean  discrepancy  of  45,7  for  public  two-year  institutions)  came  closest  to  registering  a significant 
difference. 
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Exhibit  10-5:  Discrepancies  by  sampling  stratum 
mean  differences  (matched  pairs  t-tests),  fall  1992 


Sampling  stratum 

Institution  questionnaire  - faculty  list  (QUEX  - LIST) 

n 

Mean  difference 
(standard  error)’* 

Probability 

Private,  other  Ph.D. 

37 

11.3  (48.4) 

.82 

Public  comprehensive 

131 

.17.0  (24.7) 

.49 

Private  comprehensive 

62 

35.2  (28.3) 

.22 

Public  liberal  arts 

2’ 

968.5(968.5) 

.5 

Private  liberal  arts 

58 

-8.3  (5.4) 

.13 

Public  medical 

18 

11.5  (249.8) 

.96 

Private  medical 

9 

-454.9  (354.9) 

.24 

Private  religious 

14 

-4.5  (5.7) 

.45 

Public  two-year 

248 

45.7  (24.9) 

.07 

Private  two-year 

8 

16(13.8) 

.29 

Public  other 

6 

85.7  (80.4) 

.34 

Private  other 

12 

53.3  (51.3) 

.32 

Public  unknown 

17 

-16.0  (32,3) 

.63 

Private  unknown 

5 

94.6  (104.5) 

.42 

Research/public,  other  Ph.D. 

133 

-17.9  (64.5) 

.78 

TOTAL 

760 

23.1(16.8) 

.17 

^Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 


These  observations  provide  some  evidence  for  the  hypothesis  that  some  institutions’  faculty  lists,  specifically 
those  of  smaller  and  two-year  institutions,  do  not  account  for  all  the  faculty  members  reported  on  the 
institution  questionnaire.  There  may  be  several  re^ons  for  this  phenomenon.  Smaller  institutions  are  more 
likely  to  rely  on  part-time  faculty — ^who  are  less  likely  to  be  accounted  for  on  institution  records — than  larger 
institutions.  Public  two-year  institutions  employ  the  highest  number  of  part-time  faculty  of  all  types  of 
institutions  in  the  NSOPF-93  sample.  Almost  one-half  (48  percent)  of  all  part-time  instructional  faculty  and 
staff  work  for  public  two-year  institutions,  according  to  the  1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty, 
Institutional  Policies  and  Practices  Regarding  Faculty  in  Higher  Education  [NCES  97-080].  Smaller 
institutions  are  also  less  likely  than  large  institutions  to  have  sophisticated  personnel  databases  or 
institutional  research  offices.  These  characteristics  of  smaller  and  two-year  institutions  could  account  for  the 
fact  that  these  institutions  listed  fewer  faculty  on  their  sampling  lists  than  they  reported  on  their  institution 
questionnaire.  ' 
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Exhibit  10-6  profiles  the  760  matched  institutions  and  the  100  institutions  that  possessed  the  largest 
discrepancies  (expressed  in  percentage  terms).  The  exhibit  illustrates  the  significance  of  smaller,  two-year 
institutions  in  contributing  to  the  problem  of  discrepancies  noted  above.  While  public  two-year  institutions 
represent  about  one-third  of  the  760  matched  institutions,  they  represent  slightly  less  than  one-half  of  the 
institutions  (46  percent)  with  the  largest  discrepancies.  Nearly  nine  of  10  institutions  with  the  greatest 
discrepancies  listed  fewer  faculty  members  on  their  faculty  lists  than  on  their  institution  questionnaires.  In 
comparison,  55.5  percent  of  matched  institutions  showed  a similar  pattern. 


While  this  analysis  suggests  that  some  institutional  variables  are  associated  with  significant  discrepancies 
(particularly  size),  most  were  found  not  to  be  significant  at  a=.05  level.  Yet  the  mean  differences  reported  in 
Exhibits  10-4  and  10-5  can  understate  the  impact  of  discrepancies  on  the  institution  level.  The  large  standard 
errors  reported  in  the  tables  indicate  the  wide  variation  in  discrepancies  at  the  institution  level.  Institution- 
level  discrepancies  expressed  in  percentage  terms  ranged  fi-om  -86.2  percent  to  1,827.4  percent.  Validity 
studies  of  item-level  response  on  surveys  have  noted  that  “Because  of  the  possibility  of  compensating  errors 
in  the  data,  an  acceptable  aggregate-level  comparison  is  not  necessarily  associated  with  high  individual-level 
accuracy.”^® 


Exhibit  10-6:  A comparison  of  matched  institutions  and 
the  100  institutions  with  the  largest  discrepancies 
(unweighted  frequencies) 


Characteristic 

Matched  institutions  (/i=760) 
(percent) 

Largest  discrepancies  (/i=100) 
(percent) 

Sampling  stratum 
Private,  other  Ph.D. 

4.9 

6.0 

Public  comprehensive 

17.2 

9.0 

Private  comprehensive 

8.2 

11.0 

Public  liberal  arts 

.3 

1.0 

Private  liberal  arts 

7.6 

0.0 

■ Public  medical 

2.4 

5.0 

Private  medical 

1.2 

2.0 

Private  religious 

1:8 

2.0' 

Public  two-year 

32.6 

46.0 

Private  two-year 

1.1 

2.0 

Public  other 

.8 

1.0 

Private  other 

1.6 

3.0 

Public  unknown 

2.2 

3.0 

Private  unknown 

.7 

1.0 

Research/public,  other  Ph.D. 

17.5 

8.0 

Size 

Small  (Less  than  363  faculty) 

50.3 

70.0 

Large  (363  faculty  or  more) 

49.7 

30.0 

LIST/QUEX  comparison 

LIST  > QUEX 

42.1 

11.0 

QUEX  = LIST 

2.4 

0.0 

QUEX  > LIST 

55.5 

89.0 

’“E.J.  Wentland  and  K.W.  Smith,  Survey  Responses:  An  Evaluation  of  Their  Validity  (San  Diego'  Academic 
Press,  Inc.,  1993),  pp.  124-125. 
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10.3  Obtaining  Verification  from  Institutions 

To  determine  which  faculty  counts  more  accurately  reflected  institutions’  ''true”  population  estimates,  a large 
subset  of  institutions  were  recontacted.  Institutions  that  showed  a difference  of  10  percent  or  greater  between 
their  QUEX  faculty  totals  and  their  LIST  faculty  totals  were  selected.  As. mentioned  earlier,  450  of  the  760 
"matched”  institutions^^  (59  percent)  showed  a discrepancy  of  10  percent  or  more  between  the  institution 
questionnaire  and  the  faculty  list.  Moreover,  to  document  institutions’  accounting  for  their  health  sciences 
faculty,  all  120  institutions  which  NCES  identified  as  operating  medical  schools  or  hospitals  were  also 
included  in  the  recontacting  effort.  Of  those  120  institutions,  61  were  already  included  among  the  450 
institutions  with  discrepancies  of  10  percent  or  greater. 

The  objective  in  recontact  was  to  determine  which  set  of  faculty  counts  was  correct  (QUEX,  LIST  or,  in 
some  instances,  a third  set  of  counts),  and  to  determine  the  reasons  for  the  original  reporting  discrepancies.  In 
telephone  follow-up  calls,  institution  administrators  were  presented  with  QUEX  and  LIST  figures  and  asked 
to  choose  which  of  the  two  most  accurately  reflected  the  true  population  estimate  of  their  faculty  in  the  fall 
term  of  1992.  In  most  cases,  administrators  were  able  to  choose  either  the  QUEX  or  the  LIST  figure. 
However,  in  some  cases,  administrators  supplied  a different  set  of  estimates. 

Of  the  total  of  5 09  institutions  selected  for  recontact,  verification  was  obtained  for  492  (or  96.7  percent)  of 
the  institutions.  A total  of  402  (8 1 .7  percent)  of  the  institutions  reported,  at  a minimum,  which  set  of 
counts — ^those  from  the  faculty  sampling  list  or  those  from  the  institution  questionnaire — provided  the  most 
accurate  faculty  estimates.  In  280  of  the  492  (56.9  percent)  cases,  institutions  reported  that  the  institution 
questionnaire  data  provided  the  most  accurate  faculty  estimates. 

One  hundred  twenty-two  (24.8  percent)  institutions  reported  that  the  faculty  list  they  supplied  for  sampling 
purposes  (i.e.,  LIST)  provided  the  most  accurate  accounting  of  their  faculty  and  instructional  staff  population. 
Only  56  of  the  492  institutions  (1 1.4  percent)  provided  an  entirely  different  set  of  estimates  that  did  not 
correspond  either  to  the  list  or  to  the  questionnaire  estimates  originally  submitted.  Five  institutions  (1 
percent) — all  institutions  operating  medical  schools  or  hospitals — chose  IPEDS  as  their  best  estimate.  The 
remaining  29  institutions  (5.9  percent)  were  unable  to  provide  a definitive  rationale  for  changing  their 
original  LIST  estimates.  For  these,  the  original  LIST  estimate  was  used  to  derive  best  estimates. 

Exhibit  10-7  illustrates  the  results  of  the  recontacting  effort  for  the  492  institutions  providing  verified  data. 


^‘Although  817  institutions  provided  faculty  enumerations  in  the  NSOPF-93  full-scale  study,  only  760  (93 
percent)  of  this  total  had  matched  data  available  (i.e,,  also  completed  an  institution  questionnaire). 
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Exhibit  10-7:  Sources  for  verified  estimates  from  reconciliation  effort,  fall  1992  (/i=492) 


Source  for  verified  estimate 

Number  of 
institutions 

Percentage  of  responses 

QUEX  correct 

280 

56.9 

LIST  correct 

122 

24.8 

Neither  LIST  nor  QUEX  correct,  new  data  provided 

56 

11.4 

Institution  unable  to  choose,  LIST  estimate  accepted 

29 

5.9 

Other  source  (i.e.,  IPEDS)  correct 

5 

1.0 

Institutions  were  allowed  to  offer  as  many  as  three  explanations  for  the  discrepancies  between  their  LIST  and 
QUEX  estimates.  Exhibit  1 0-8  reports  the  frequencies  of  the  first-  and  second-  most  common  explanations 
institutions  offered  for  these  discrepancies.  Data  for  the  third  most  common  explanation  are  not  reported,  as 
they  represented  only  1 1 institutions. 

The  most  commonly  cited  reason  for  discrepancies  was  the  omission  of  some  part-time  or  full-time  faculty 
from  the  faculty  list  provided  for  sampling.  Of  institutions  that  were  able  to  provide  an  explanation  for  the 
discrepancies,  nearly  one-fiflh  of  them  (19.3  percent)  reported  that  some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  were 
excluded  from  their  list.  For  institutions  that  offered  at  least  two  reasons  for  the  discrepancy,  12.2  percent  of 
them  reported  that  they  excluded  some  full-time  faculty  from  the  original  faculty  list.  The  12.2  percent  figure 
is  somewhat  deceptive,  however,  because  if  institutions  that  either  offered  no  reason  for  the  discrepancy  or 
that  offered  no  second  reason  for  the  discrepancy  are  omitted,  then  almost  half  of  the  remaining  institutions 
(49.7  percent)  reported  as  their  second  reason  the  exclusion  of  some  full-time  faculty.  These  explanations 
accord  with  the  general  pattern  of  institution  acceptance  of  QUEX  estimates  as  the  most  reliable  estimate  for 
total  faculty.  Yet,  it  is  also  important  to  point  out  that  159  reconciled  institutions  refused  or  were  unable  to 
provide  a specific  reason  for  the  discrepancies.  However,  as  will  be  demonstrated  later  in  this  chapter,  the 
verified  data  from  these  institutions  had  little  impact  on  the  calculation  of  best  estimates. 

Another  factor  in  the  discrepancies  was  the  time  interval  (in  some  instances  a year  or  more)  between  the  time 
the  faculty  list  was  compiled  and  the  time  the  questionnaire  was  completed.  Therefore,  the  list  did  not  always 
include  new  hires  for  the  fall  term.  In  fact,  for  institutions  that  provided  an  explicit  explanation,  10.8  percent 
of  them  attributed  their  discrepancy  to  the  fact  that  the  faculty  list  they  compiled  and  the  institution 
questionnaire  they  completed  were  based  on  data  collected  during  different  academic  terms.  The  retrieval  and 
verification  effort  indicated  that  some  institutions  excluded  their  medical  schools  from  their  lists  of  faculty, 
preferring  to  consider  them  as  separate  institutions.  This  resulted  in  sizable  discrepancies  at  two  major 
institutions,  which  included  medical  school  faculty  in  one  set  of  estimates,  but  not  in  the  other.  Nevertheless, 
systematic  exclusion  of  medical  faculty  did  not  seem  to  account  for  the  1987-1992  decline  in  health  sciences 
faculty  noted  in  the  original  estimates.  Downsizing  affected  faculty  counts  at  several  institutions,  although 
this  explanation  accounted  for  only  about  2 to  3 percent  of  discrepancies. 
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Exhibit  10-8:  Explanations  institutions  gave  for  discrepancies 


between  LIST  and  QUEX,  fall  1992  (/i=492)  (unweighted  frequencies) 


Explanation 

1st  reason 
(percent 
cited) 

2nd  reason 
(percent 
cited) 

Different  academic  base  years  for  LIST  & QUEX 

1.6 

— 

Different  academic  terms  used  for  LIST  & QUEX 

10.8 

— 

Layoffs  or  downsizing 

1.6 

0.2 

All  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

4.3 

0.2 

All  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

1.6 

— 

Some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

19.3 

1.8 

Some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

4.7 

1.8 

Some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

2.4 

12.2 

Some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

0.8 

2.2 

Higher  QUEX  figure  is  an  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

3.3 

— 

Higher  LIST  figure  is  an  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

1.2 

0.2 

Medical  school  excluded  from  LIST 

0.4 

0.2 

Medical  school  excluded  from  QUEX 

0.6 

0.8 

Unpaid/Honorary  faculty  excluded 

1.2 

— 

Ineligible  faculty  included  in  error 

4.7 

0.4 

Data  entiy  error  by  institution 

2.0 

0.4 

Different  definitions  of  full-time  faculty  used  for  LIST  & QUEX 

2.2 

0.8 

Different  definitions  of  part-time  faculty  used  for  LIST  & QUEX 

1.6 

1.8 

FTEs  used  instead  of  headcount 

0.6 

— 

Other 

2.6 

1.2 

Refusal/no  explanation  given/no  answer 

32.3 

75.6 

The  reconciliation  effort  uncovered  an  unanticipated  explanation  for  discrepancies.  Three  institutions 
provided  “full-time  equivalents”  (FTEs)  on  the  institution  questionnaire  rather  than  the  actual  headcount  of 
part-time  faculty.  Because  the  number  of  part-time  instructional  faculty  an  institution  employs  is  a sensitive 
issue  at  some  campuses,  some  institutions  may  prefer  to  report  FTEs  rather  than  individuals  employed. 

In  some  instances  in  which  part-time  faculty  were  over  reported  (on  either  the  faculty  sampling  list  or  on  the 
institution  questionnaire)  the  reason  involved  confusion  between  the  pool  of  part-time  or  temporary  staff 
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employed  by,  or  available  to,  the  institution  during  the  course  of  the  academic  year,  and  the  number  actually 
employed  during  the  fall  term. 

10.4  Deriving  Unweighted  “Best  Estimates”  of  NSOPF-93  Faculty 

Using  the  original  faculty  list  data  and  the  data  gathered  during  the  reconciliation  effort,  a “best  estimate”  of 
the  number  of  total,  full-time  and  part-time  faculty  was  created  for  each  of  the  8 17  institutions  whose  faculty 
members  participated  in  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  survey.  “Best  estimates”  were  defined  as  each  institution’s 
estimate  of  the  faculty  population  for  the  1992  fall  term  defined  by:  1)  an  estimate  verified  in  the 
reconciliation  and  recontact  process;  or  2)  or  the  original  list  estimate,  if  no  other  verified  estimate  was 
available.  Procedures  for  deriving  best  estimates  for  total  faculty,  full-time  faculty  and  part-time  faculty  are 
described  below. 

Total  Faculty 

The  method  for  calculating  best  estimates  for  total  faculty  at  each  institution  began  with  the  substitution  of 
verified  data  from  the  492  recontacted  institutions.  Verified  data  were  defined  as  institution  confirmation  that 
either  the  original  list  data  or  the  institution  questionnaire  data  were  correct  or  that  neither  count  was  correct, 
and  new  counts  were  provided.  If  the  institution  verified  the  QUEX  data  as  a more  accurate  estimate,  the 
verified  QUEX  data  was  substituted  for  the  original  list  data.  If  the  institution  provided  a different  set  of 
estimates,  these  new  estimates  were  treated  as  verified  data  and  substituted  for  original  list  data.  If  an 
institution  verified  its  original  list  data,  or  was  unable  to  confirm  LIST  or  QUEX  data  or  provide  new 
estimates,  then  the  original  faculty  list  total  was  considered  verified  data. 

The  reconciliation  effort  was  able  to  eliminate  ineligible  faculty  from  institution-level  totals.  This  happened 
when  recontacted  institutions  reported  that  original  faculty  lists  included  ineligible  faculty.  Twenty-three 
institutions  (4.7  percent)  reported  that  they  had  included  ineligible  faculty  on  their  original  faculty  lists.  These 
institutions’  final  “best  estimate”  faculty  count  reflected  the  removal  of  ineligible  faculty.  In  calculating  best 
estimates,  it  was  assumed  that  all  verified  faculty  counts  consisted  of  eligible  faculty  only. 

Four-hundred  and  ninety-two  institutions  provided  verified  data.  Additionally,  16  institutions  that  had  10 
percent  or  greater  LIST/QUEX  discrepancies  were  nonrespondents  during  reconciliation.  Best  estimates  for 
these  16  institutions  were  derived  by  multiplying  the  original  faculty  list  data  by  a ratio  adjuster,  R;^,  defined 

by: 


^ , KVERJFIED  DATA)  ^ 394943  _ , 
YXOKIGINAL  LIST  DATA)  379402 


Calculation  of  ratio  Ri  used  data  from  all  492  reconciled  institutions. 

Faculty  lists  were  provided  by  8 17  institutions.  For  the  308  institutions  not  selected  for  recontact,  and  one 
nonresponding  institution  in  the  recontacting  effort  whose  QUEX/LIST  discrepancy  was  less  than  10 
percent,  faculty  totals  reported  on  the  original  faculty  lists  were  used  for  the  best  estimate  of  total  faculty. 
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Full-Time  Faculty 

Although  data  for  the  total  number  of  faculty  were  available  for  all  817  institutions,  some  institutions  did  not 
break  down  their  totals  into  full-time  and  part-time  faculty.  A series  of  steps  taken  in  order,  or  an  “imputation 
hierarchy,”  was  used  to  impute  “best  estimates”  of  full-time  faculty  from  external  sources — data  supplied 
during  the  reconciliation  effort,  the  faculty  list  supplied  for  sampling  purposes,  or  the  NSOPF-93  institution 
questionnaire. 

The  imputation  hierarchy  for  the  492  verified  institutions  was: 

1.  Use  verified  full-time  faculty  data,  if  available 

2.  Else,  use  original  full-time  faculty  list  data,  if  available 

3.  Else,  use  reported  data  on  full-time  faculty  from  the  institution  questionnaire,  if  available 

4.  Else,  use  imputed  data  on  full-time  faculty  from  the  institution  questionnaire 

5.  For  all  remaining  institutions,  multiply  the  best  estimate  of  the  institution’s  total  faculty  by 

the  ratio  of  full-time  faculty  to  total  faculty  computed  over  all  institutions  for  which  verified 
or  list  data  are  available.  The  result  of  this  calculation  was  a ratio  adjustment  factor  of 
.64202. 

For  the  16  ratio-adjusted  institutions,  the  imputation  hierarchy  was: 

1 . Use  verified  full-time  faculty  data,  if  available 

2.  Else,  use  original  full-time  faculty  list  data,  if  available  x 

3.  Else,  use  reported  data  on  full-time  faculty  from  the  institution  questionnaire, 
if  available  x Rq 

4.  Else,  use  imputed  data  on  full-time  faculty  from  the  institution  questionnaire,  if  available  x 

Rq 

5.  For  all  remaining  cases,  multiply  the  best  estimate  of  the  institution’s  total  faculty  by  the 
ratio  of  full-time  faculty  to  total  faculty. 

The  ratios  used  in  these  steps  are  Ri,  the  ratio  described  above,  and  Rq,  a ratio  using  unweighted  data 
represented  in  the  following  equation: 


, ^ Y^jVERIFIED  DATA) 

^ Y^ilNSTITUTION  QUEX  DA  TA) 


358181 

357584 


= 1.00166 


Calculation  of  ratio  7?^  used  data  from  the  476  reconciled  institutions  with  available  reported  institution 
questionnaire  data.  No  imputed  data  were  used  to  calculate  this  ratio. 
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The  imputation  hierarchy  for  the  309  remaining  institutions  was: 

1..  Use  original  full-time  faculty  list  data,  if  available 

2.  Else,  use  reported  data  on  full-time  faculty  from  the  institution  questionnaire,  if  available 

3.  Else,  use  imputed  data  on  full-time  faculty  from  the  institution  questionnaire,  if  available 

4. . For  all  remaining  institutions,  multiply  the  best  estimate  of  the  institution’s  total  faculty  by 
the  ratio  of  full-time  faculty  to  total  faculty. 

In  summary,  four  data  sources  were  used  to  derive  best  estimates  of  full-time  faculty.  A total  of  48 1 cases 
used  verified  data;  307  cases  used  original  list  data;  12  cases  used  reported  institution  questionnaire  data. 
Finally,  17  cases’ were  assigned  a best  estimate  for  full-time  faculty  derived  by  multiplying  the  institution’s 
best  estimate  of  total  faculty  by  the  ratio  adjustment  factor  of  .64202.  No  imputed  institution  questionnaire 
data  were  used  to  create  best  estimates  for  full-time  faculty  because  no  cases  met  the  selection  criteria  for  that 
treatinent. 

Part-Time  Faculty 

Best  estimates  of  part-time  faculty  were  calculated  simply  by  subtracting  the  best  estimate  of  full-time  faculty 
from  the  best  estimate  of  total  faculty  at  each  institution. 

10.5  The  Impact  of  the  “Best  Estimates” 

The  recontacting  and  verification  effort  increased  the  unweighted  total  number  of  faculty  enumerated  by 
15,54  r.  When  these  best  estimates  were  weighted  by  the  first-stage  institution  weight  for  institutions  that 
provided  faculty  sampling  lists,  they  produced  an  increase  in  the  estimate  of  total  faculty  population  in  the 
492  reconciled  institutions  of  54,298  faculty  members  nationwide.  Exhibit  10-9  illustrates  this  increase.  It 
shows  the  difference  between  weighed  estimates  of  total  faculty  from  the  original  faculty  list  and  weighted 
estimates  of  total  faculty  calculated  from  the  “best  estimates”  based  on  the  verified  data  for  all  reconciled 
institutions.  Moreover,  differences  in  weighted  estimates  are  crossed  with  the  explanations  institutions 
provided  for  their  discrepancies.  The  figures  cited  in  the  column  marked  “institutions”  are  the  weighted 
frequencies  of  figures  cited  under  “1st  reason”  in  Exhibit  10-8.  Therefore,  Exhibit  10-9  provides  a graphic 
illustration  of  the  relative  importance  of  each  explanation  to  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  faculty  population 
for  the  reconciled  institutions. 

By  far,  the  most  significant  contribution  to  this  increase  in  total  faculty  came  from  those  institutions  that 
reported  they  had  failed  to  enumerate  some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  on  their  original  faculty  lists.  As  the 
exhibit  illustrates,  these  institutions  accounted  for  an  increase  of  37, 183  faculty  members  in  the  national 
faculty  population  estimate.  The  institutions  that  reported  they  had  excluded  all  part-time  faculty  from  their 
original  lists  contributed  an  additional  estimated  14,544  faculty  members  to  the  weighted  total. 

The  reconciliation  effort  also  called  attention  to  institutions  that  included  ineligible  faculty  on  their  original 
faculty  lists.  Almost  6 percent  of  institutions  reported  that  they  included  ineligible  faculty  on  either  the  list  or 
the  questionnaire.  As  a result,  these  institutions  lowered  their  “best  estimate”  of  total  faculty,  producing  a 
drop  in  weighted  population  estimates  for  these  institutions  of  6, 1 67  faculty  members.  Definitional 
problems — accounting  for  different  populations  of  full-time  faculty  on  the  list  and  on  the  institution 
questionnaire — meant  that,  for  2.4  percent  of  the  institutions,  the  original  list  included  ineligible  faculty.  The 
best  estimate  correction  lowered  the  national  population  estimate  derived  from  these  institutions  by  4,475.  An 
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almost  identical  number  of  faculty  (4,5 14)  were  dropped  from  total  population  estimates  due  to  institution 
downsizing. 

Even  more  striking  were  the  institutions  that  explained  their  discrepancy  by  reporting  that  unpaid  or  honorary 
faculty  were  excluded  from  either  their  institution  questionnaire  or  their  faculty  list.  Although  these 
institutions  accounted  for  fewer  than  1 percent  of  the  weighted  total  number  of  reconciled  institutions,  they 
accounted  for  subtraction  of  an  estimate  of  9,597  faculty  members  from  the  original  faculty  list.  These 
institutions  tended  to  depend  on  large  numbers  of  faculty  employed  by  other  institutions,  such  as  hospitals  or 
the  military.  Future  cycles  of  NSOPF-93  will  need  to  take  special  cases,  such  as  these  institutions,  into 
account  when  describing  faculty  eligibility  rules  for  mstitution  list  preparers. 

More  than  one  in  four  institutions  (29.7  percent,  weighted)  could  not  supply  an  explanation  for  the 
discrepancy.  However,  these  institutions  accounted  for  a weighted  estimate  of  only  3,206  faculty  members 
toward  the  net  increase  of  54,298  in  faculty  population  estimated. 
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Exhibit  10-9:  Difference  between  verified  data  and  original  faculty  list 


by  first  reason  for  discrepancy,  fall  1992  (weighted  data) 


Explanation 

Institutions 

Increase  or  decrease  in  faculty 
population  estimate  (national) 

Percent 

Number  of  faculty 

Percent 

Different  academic  base  years  for  LIST  & QUEX 

1.7 

505 

0.9 

Different  academic  terms  used  for  LIST  & QUEX 

10.9 

4,637 

' 8.5 

Layoffs  or  downsizing 

2.5 

-4,514 

-8.3 

All  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

3.3 

14,544 

26.8 

All  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

1.3 

-15 

0.0 

Some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

21.7 

37,183 

68.5 

Some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

5.5 

-538 

-1.0 

Some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

2.6 

3,255 

6.0 

Some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

1.0 

396 

0.7 

Higher  QUEX  figure  is  an  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

3.3 

9,934 

18.3 

Higher  LIST  figure  is  an  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

0.7 

494 

0.9 

Medical  school  excluded  from  LIST 

0.1 

1,742 

3.2 

Medical  school  excluded  from  QUEX 

0.2 

0 

0.0 

Unpaid/Honorary  faculty  excluded 

0.5 

-9,597 

-17.7 

Ineligible  faculty  included  in  error 

5.7 

-6,167 

-11.4 

Data  entry  error  by  institution 

2.3 

82 

0.2 

Different  definitions  of  full-time  faculty  used  for  LIST  & QUEX 

2.4 

-4,475 

-8.2 

Different  definitions  of  part-time  faculty  used  for  LIST  & QUEX 

1.5 

308 

0.6 

FTEs  used  instead  of  headcount 

0.3 

0 

0.0 

Other 

2.5 

3,319 

6.1 

Refusal/no  explanation  given 

29.7 

3,206 

5.9 

Summary 

100.0 

54,298 

100.0 

10.6  Poststratiflcation  to  Best  Estimates 

The  procedures  outlined  in  section  10.5  allowed  best  estimates  to  be  calculated  for  total,  full-time  and  part- 
time  faculty  for  each  of  the  817  institutions  whose  faculty  members  responded  to  the  NSOPF-93  faculty 
questionnaire.  Weighting  these  best  estimates  by  the  first-stage  institution  weight  produced  the  national 
population  estimates  reported  in  Exhibit  10-10.  ^ 

Following  the  available  “best”  estimates,  the  poststratification  adjustment  was  determined  separately  for  full- 
time and  part-time  faculty  within  each  of  15  institution  sampling  strata.  A deeper  poststratification  defined  by 
instructional/non-instructional  status  was  considered,  but  after  investigation,  determined  that  the  sample  sizes 
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were  too  small  to  support  this  additional  poststratification.  Chapter  3 provides  a technical  description  of  the 
final  poststratification  adjustment. 

Poststratification  to  the  best  estimates  alleviated  much  of  the  discrepancy  between  the  national  faculty 
population  estimates  produced  from  the  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  and  those  produced  from  the 
NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire.  More  importantly,  the  best  estimates  increased  the  number  of  part-time 
faculty  for  whom  the  faculty  questionnaire  accounted.  Exhibit  10-11  compares  totals  and  proportions  for 
total,  full-time  and  part-time  instructional  faculty  derived  from  the  NSOPF-88  faculty  questionnaire,  the 
NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  and  the  revised  NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire.  The  proportions  of 
full-time  and  part-time  instructional  faculty  derived  from  the  best  estimates  nearly  matched  the  proportions 
derived  from  the  NSOPF-93  institution  questioimaire  and  more  closely  matched  expectations  for  national 
faculty  population  estimates.  A comparison  of  totals  and  proportions  reported  in  Exhibit  10-11  with  those 
reported  in  Exhibit  10-1  demonstrates  the  impact  of  the  post-stratification  on  estimates  of  total,  full-time  and 
part-time  instructional  faculty. 


Exhibit  10-10:  NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire  best  estimates* 


Stratum 

Total  faculty 

Total 

Full-time 

Part-time 

TOTAL  = 

1,033,966 

598,232 

435,735 

Private,  other  Ph.D. 

33,494 

19,099 

14,395 

Public  comprehensive 

151,839 

101,238 

50,601 

Private  comprehensive 

•79,228 

40,746 

38,481 

Public  liberal  arts 

3,240 

1,974 

1,265 

Private  liberal  arts 

63,785 

41,997 

21,788 

Public  medical 

25,110 

17,327 

7,783 

Private  medical 

15,540 

10,524 

5,015 

Private  religious 

7,129 

4,398 

2,731 

Public  two-year 

303,272 

112,538 

190,735 

Private  two-year 

11,646 

4,667 

6,979 

Public  other 

9,196 

6,855 

2,341 

Private  other 

19,814 

8,992 

10,821 

Public  unknown 

17,556 

6,981 

10,575 

Private  unknown 

11,015 

6,748 

4,267 

Research  /public,  other  Ph.D. 

282,105 

214,147 

67,958 

*Because  of  rounding,  best  estimates  of  full-time  and  part-time  faculty  do  not  sum  to  best  estimates  of  total  faculty. 
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Exhibit  10-1 1 : Estimates  of  total,  full-time  and  part-time 
faculty  teaching  for-credit  courses  from  four  NSOPF  sources 


NSOPF  -88 

NSOPF-93 

Institution 

questionnaire 

Faculty 

questionnaire 

Institution 

questionnaire 

Revised 

faculty  questionnaire 

Total 

Pet. 

Total 

Pet. 

Total 

Pet. 

Total 

Pet. 

Total  faculty 

824,685 

100 

769,825 

100 

940,192 

100 

821,700 

100 

Full-time 

faculty 

513,663 

62.3 

515,138 

66.9 

539,210 

57.6 

478,458 

58.2 

Part-time 

faculty 

311,022 

37.7 

254,687 

33.1 

400,981 

42.4 

343,242 

41.8 

10.7  Comparability  Issues  Regarding  NSOPF-93  Faculty  Questionnaire  Data 


10.7.1  Definition  of  Instructional  Faculty 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  1,  NSOPF-93  and  NSOPF-88  defined  slightly  different  target  populations.  Unlike 
NSOPF-88,  NSOPF-93  included  noninstmctional  faculty.  Therefore,  to  compare  similar  populations 
between  the  two  NSOPF  rounds  requires  comparing  instructional  faculty  only. 

Analysts  wishing  to  compare  NSOPF-93  questionnaire  data  for  instructional  faculty  with  NSOPF-88 
questionnaire  data  for  instructional  faculty  should  consider  comparing  the  entire  sample  of  1988  faculty  with 
the  subset  of  the  1993  faculty  who  responded  “yes”  to  Question  1,  and  then  responded  in  Question  lA  that 
all  or  some  of  [their]  instructional  duties  related  to  credit  courses  or  advising  or  supervising  academic 
activities  for  credit.”  These  questions  are  almost  identical  to  the  first  two  questions  on  the  NSOPF-88  faculty 
questionnaire.  This  definition  of  instructional  faculty  selects  approximately  90  percent  of  the  NSOPF-93 
sample  for  analysis.  The  proportion  of  total  faculty  that  instructional  faculty  represents  is  consistent  with 
that  reported  on  the  institution  questionnaire  (see  Table  2.3  oUnstitutional  Policies  and  Practices  [NCES 
97-080]).  The  most  efficient  way  to  select  these  faculty  from  NSOPF-93  is  to  use  the  derived  variable 
X01_l,  selecting  cases  where  X01_l=l.  X01_l  has  been  created  to  flag  the  faculty  members  meeting  the  two 
conditions  discussed  above:  those  who  responded  “yes”  to  Question  1,  and  responded  in  Question  la  that 
“all”  or  “some  of  [their]  instructional  duties  were  related  to  credit  courses  or  advising  or  supervising 
academic  activities  for  credit.” 

However,  comparisons  based  on  this  variable  should  still  be  made  cautiously.  The  respondents  who  received 
questionnaires  in  the  two  rounds  were  very  different.  For  NSOPF-88,  instructions  to  institutions  that 
supplied  faculty  lists  used  for  sampling  asked  that  only  the  names  of  instructional  faculty  be  supplied.  For 
NSOPF-93,  a listing  of  all  faculty  was  requested.  Thus,  for  NSOPF-88,  each  institution  was  allowed  to  make 
its  own  decision  about  which  faculty  members  belonged  in  the  sample,  thereby  creating  a situation  that  does 
not  allow  subsequent  researchers  to  precisely  match  the  de  facto  sample  definition  used  by  institutions  in 
NSOPF-88. 

A look  at  the  distribution  of  faculty  across  institution  types  (defined  by  the  modified  NSOPF-88  stratification 
variable,  X02_0)  indicates  that  the  selection  criteria  described  above  yield  comparable  faculty  population 
estimates.  Exhibit  10-12  compares  the  numbers  of  faculty  in  1988  and  in  1993.  Exhibit  10-13  compares  the 
percentage  distribution  of  faculty  in  each  institutional  stratum  in  1988  and  in  1993.  The  percentages  are  not 
very  different  across  the  two  years,  although  a larger  proportion  of  faculty  in  two-year  institutions  in  1993  is 
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observed. 


Exhibit  10-12:  Number  of  instructional  faculty  (X01_l=l), 

: by  modified  NSOPF-88  stratum 


All 

Full-time 

Part-time 

NSOPF-88 

NSOPF-93 

NSOPF-88 

NSOPF-93 

NSOPF-88 

NSOPF-93 

Public  research 

119,334 

132,717 

102,150 

107,358 

17,184 

25,359 

Private  research 

53,120 

49,423 

41,593 

32,164 

11,527 

17,259 

Public  doctoral 

67,678 

73,570 

56,308 

52,808 

11,370 

20,762 

Private  doctoral 

39,793 

46,699 

25,070 

28,684 

14,723 

18,015 

Public  comprehensive 

130,341 

141,533 

97,104 

94,477 

33,237 

47,056 

Private  comprehensive 

60,457 

75,085 

36,818 

38,561 

23,639 

36,524 

Private  liberal  arts 

55,391 

58,961 

38,441 

38,052 

16,950 

20,909 

Public  two-year 

200,663 

276,292 

96,118 

109,957 

104,545 

166,335 

Other 

43,047 

50,654 

21,524 

26,200 

21,524 

24,454 

All 

■ 769,824 

904,934 

515,125 

528,261 

254,699 

376,673 

Exhibit  10-13:  Percent  of  instructional  faculty  by  institution  type  (X01_l=l), 
by  modified  NSOPF-88  stratum 


All 

Full-time 

Part-time 

NSOPF-88 

NSOPF-93 

NSOPF-88 

NSOPF-93 

NSOPF-88 

NSOPF-93 

Public  research 

16 

15 

20 

20 

7 

7 

Private  research 

7 

5 

8 

6 

5 

5 

Public  doctoral 

9 

8 

11 

10 

4 

6 

Private  doctoral 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6 

5 

Public  comprehensive 

17 

16 

19 

18 

13 

12 

Private  comprehensive 

8 

8 

7 

7 

9 

10 

Private  liberal  arts 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

6 

Public  two-year 

26 

31 

19 

21 

41 

44 

Other 

6 

6 

4 

5 

8 

6 

10.7.2  Comparison  of  NSOPF-93  with  Other  Survey  Data 

A comparison  of  NSOPF-93  data  with  data  from  the  American  Association  of  University  Professors  and 
from  IPEDS  confirmed  that  the  revised  faculty  dataset  provides  valid  estimates.  The  AAUP^^  methodology 
differs  from  that  of  NSOPF.  AAUP  collects  aggregate  information  from  over  2,000  colleges  and  universities 
However,  due  to  the  large  sample,  its  data  provide  a point  of  comparison.  To  enable  comparison  between  the 
two  datasets,  faculty  at  medical  schools  and  part-time  faculty  were  excluded  from  the  NSOPF-93  data.  Also 


^^For  a description  of  the  survey,  see  “Treading  water:  the  annual  report  of  the  economic  status  of  the 
profession,  \ 992-9y*  m Academe , March-April  1993,  pages  8-33 
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the  base  salary  given  in  NSOPF-93  was  converted  to  a nine-month  salary  using  the  same  conversion 
factors  as  used  in  the  AAUP  data,^^  Exhibit  10-14  presents  average  salaries  by  rank  and  type  of  institution. 


Exhibit  10-14:  Comparison  of  1992-93  salaries  between  NSOPF  and  AAUP  surveys 


All 

Doctoral 

Comprehensive 

Liberal  Arts 

Two-year 

AAUP 

NSOPF 

AAUP 

NSOPF 

AAUP 

NSOPF 

AAUP 

NSOPF 

AAUP 

NSOPF 

All 

$46^70 

$44,916 

$52,450 

$52,684 

$43,950 

$41,739 

$38,430 

$36,135 

$37,800 

$37,599 

Professor 

59,520 

57,795 

66,780 

66,964 

54,760 

51,429 

48,390 

44,690 

47,310 

45,867 

Associate 

Professor 

44,140 

45,488 

47,220 

50,895 

' 43,680 

43,392 

38,900 

35,273 

39,300 

38,374 

Assistant 

Professor 

36,780 

37,872 

40,110 

42,986 

36,160 

34,866 

32,420 

30,184 

33,800 

33,459 

Instructor 

27,660 

32,308 

28,240 

31,926 

27,590 

26,163 

26,230 

34,360 

28,460 

33,929 

Lecturer 

31,010 

32,211 

33,200 

32,485 

27,790 

33,649 

29,250 

22,613 

25,280 

31,582 

The  table  of  comparisons  suggests  that  the  two  sources  yield  similar  salary  estimates  for  the  primary 
academic  ranks  of  assistant,  associate  and  full  professors.  Likewise,  the  only  type  of  institution  that  shows  a 
consistent  difference  between  the  estimates  from  the  two  surveys  is  the  ''liberal  arts”  category,  in  which  the 
NSOPF-93  numbers  are  lower  than  those  reported  by  AAUP. 


*’*’The  Hill  NSOPF  sample  includes  25,780  respondents;  the  subset  of  tlill-time  faculty  consists  of  1 8,258,  If 
non-instructional  faculty  are  excluded  the  sample  size  is  reduced  to  16,605.  By  further  excluding  medical  school  faculty, 
a sample  of  15,672  is  left  in  the  NSOPF  data  file.  To  convert  to  a nine-month  salary,  if  E47B  (length  of  contract)=8-10,' 
the  base  salaiy  (E47A)  was  not  converted.  If  the  length  of  contract  was  1 1 or  12  months,  the  base  salaiy  was  multiplied 
by  9/1 1 (.8 1 8)  as  had  been  done  with  AAUP  data.  For  the  cases  where  the  length  of  contract  was  listed  as  1 -7  months, 
the  base  salary  was  divided  by  the  length  of  contract  and  multiplied  by  9. 
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Comparisons  can  also  be  made  between  these  two  surveys  and  IPEDS  data  (see  Exhibit  10-15),  although  the 
published  numbers  from  IPEDS  include  only  faculty  on  nine-month  contracts.  For  the  overall  mean,  the 
NSOPF-93  estimate  falls  between  the  AAUP  and  IPEDS  estimates.  In  examining  the  data  by  rank,  it  appears 
that  NSOPF-93  provides  lower  mean  salary  estimates  for  full  professors,  but  somewhat  higher  mean  salary 
estimates  for  other  ranks. 


Exhibit  10-15:  Comparison  of  1992-93  salaries  among  AAUP,  NSOPF-93  and  IPEDS  surveys^* 


AAUP 

NSOPF 

IPEDS 

All 

$46,270 

$44,916 

$44,714 

Professor 

59,520 

57,795 

58,788 

Associate  Professor 

44,140 

45,488 

43,945 

Assistant  Professor 

36,780 

37,872 

36,625 

Instructor 

27,660 

32,308 

28,499 

Lecturer 

31,010 

32,211 

30,543 

These  comparisons  indicate  that  NSOPF-93  data  are  consistent  with  what  is  known  from  other  data  sources. 
Most  of  the  differences  are  relatively  small  and  easily  due  to  methodological  differences  between  the  studies. 
The  NSOPF-93  estimates  are  based  on  self-reports  of  individuals.  The  other  two  studies  rely  on  institutional 
reports  of  salary  means  for  the  entire  institution. 

1 0.7.3  A Special  Note  about  Estimates  of  Health  Sciences  Faculty 

As  described  in  section  10.1,  concern  for  the  accuracy  of  estimates  for  health  sciences  faculty  also  motivated 
the  reconciliation  effort.  The  reconciliation  effort  helped  to  identify  some  institutions  that  failed  to  list  some 
health  sciences  faculty  on  their  original  faculty  lists,  as  Exhibit  10-9  shows.  But  the  reconciliation  effort  did 
not  fully  account  for  the  shortfall  in  health  sciences  faculty  discussed  in  section  10. 1 . Using  the  filter  to 
select  faculty  with  all  or  some  of  their  instructional  duties  related  to  credit  courses  or  advising  or  supervising 
academic  activities  for  credit,  the  estimates  of  the  national  population  of  health  sciences  instructional  faculty 
increased  to  124,1 86  on  the  revised  NSOPF-93  faculty  data  file.  Yet,  the  revised  NSOPF-93  population 
estimate  for  health  sciences  faculty  fell  short  of  expectations.  Moreover,  because  faculty  list  data  recorded 
faculty  members’  disciplines  only  for  faculty  in  the  four  NEH  disciplines,  it  was  impossible  to  poststratify  to 
best  estimates  for  health  sciences  faculty. 

In  Appendix  R,  Chapter  5,  the  problem  with  health  sciences  estimates  is  discussed  further  and 
recommendations  are  made  for  future  rounds  of  NSOPF. 


’^IPEDS  data  are  taken  from  the  Digest  of  Education  Statistics,  1994,  Table  225,  page  236. 
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11.  Recommendations 

This  chapter  summarizes  NORC’s  recommendations  for  future  NSOPF  studies,  based  on  the  results  of  the 
field  test  and  full-scale  study,  and  feedback  from  a variety  of  sources:  NTRP  members,  institutional  staff 
(coordinators  and  respondents),  faculty  respondents,  project  staff,  and  the  sponsoring  agencies  (NCES,  NEH, 
and  NSF).  These  recommendations  are  designed  to  reduce  institutional  and  faculty  burden,  to  increase 
institutional  and  faculty  participation,  to  enhance  the  quality  of  the  data,  and  to  make  the  study  more  cost- 
effective. 

11.1  Changing  Data  Collection  Time  Frames  and  Commencing  List  Collection  Later 

To  ensure  that  part-time  staff  are  not  missed  in  the  list  enumeration,  one  member  of  the  NSOPF-93  National 
Technical  Review  Panel  (NTRP)  suggested  beginning  the  list  collection  effort  at  the  end  of  the  fall  term 
rather  than  its  start  as  NSOPF-93  did.  Sampled  institutions  would  be  asked  to  compile  a list  of  faculty  for 
their /a//  term  (encompassing  October  15  to  ensure  comparability  between  NSOPF  cycles).  The  emphasis 
should  be  on  the  fall  term  rather  than  on  a specific  date.  This  recommendation  should  be  field-tested  prior  to 
the  next  cycle  of  NSOPF.  One  set  of  sampled  institutions,  assigned  at  random,  could  be  asked  to  compile  a 
list  of  faculty  for  their /a//  term.  Another  set  of  randomly  assigned  sampled  institutions  could  be  asked  to 
compile  a list  of  faculty  employed  at  their  institution  on  October  15.  Discrepancies  between  institution  lists 
and  institution  questionnaire  counts  of  faculty  could  be  compared  to  determine  whether  one  set  of  lists 
systematically  enumerates  a greater  number  of  faculty  than  the  other. 

If  a later  deadline  for  list  collection  is  established,  the  institution  recruitment  phase  of  data  collection  could  be 
scheduled  earlier:  the  spring  before  the  fall  term  for  which  faculty  will  be  sampled.  In  both  the  field  test  and 
the  full-scale  study,  relatively  few  institutions  could  devote  resources  necessary  to  meet  the  deadline  of 
October  15  given  a late  August/early  September  mailout  date.  The  beginning  of  the  academic  year  is  a 
particularly  inopportune  time  for  institutions  to  make  staff  resources  available  to  prepare  lists  of  faculty. 
Given  the  constraints  imposed  on  faculty  data  collection  by  the  academic  year,  it  is  vital  that  list  collection 
and  processing  be  completed  as  early  as  possible.  Therefore,  the  institutional  recruitment  phase  of  data 
collection  could  begin  in  April,  with  follow-up  in  May.  Institutional  staff,  unlike  faculty,  are  normally 
available  for  most  of  the  summer  months,  and  often  have  more  time  and  resources  to  commit  to  requests  for 
data  during  these  months  than  during  the  regular  academic  year.  Exhibit  11-1  presents  a sample  data 
collection  schedule  incorporating  these  recommendations. 

A later  start  in  the  list  collection  effort  has  multiple  implications.  A delay  of  three  to  four  months  would  mean 
delaying  the  faculty  survey  accordingly.  Pushing  back  the  date  of  the  faculty  survey,  while  maintaining  the 
fall  term  as  the  time  frame  for  the  questionnaire,  has  the  potential  to  create  methodological  problems  for  data 
quality.  The  NSOPF-93  faculty  data  collection  effort  spanned  almost  1 1 calendar  months  (from  the  end  of 
January  to  January,  1994  with  a two-month  hiatus  during  the  summer).  The  data  collection  schedule  is  bound 
up  with  the  list  collection  effort,  which,  in  the  case  of  NSOPF-93  , spanned  almost  nine  calendar  months 
(October,  1992  through  June,  1993).^^  These  scheduling  and  potential  methodological  problems  would  have 
to  be  considered  in  changing  the  start  date  for  list  collection. 


“There  is  a real  possibility  of  reducing  the  amount  of  time  needed,  possibly  from  nine  months  to  six,  since  the 
nine  months  required  for  the  NSOPF-93  list  collection  to  a large  extent  reflected  the  need  to  augment  the  NSOPF-93 
sample  on  two  separate  occasions. 
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Exhibit  11-1:  Sample  data  collection  schedule 


Data  collection  phase 

Time 

Institution  recruitment:  initial 

April,  1998 

Institution  recruitment:  follow-up 

May,  1998-September,  1998 

Institution  questionnaire  mailout 

September,  1998 

List  collection:  initial 

November,  1998 

List  collection:  follow-up 

January,  1999-March,  1999 

Faculty  questionnaire  mailout/start  of  interviewing 

January,  1999-April,  1999 

1 1.2  Increasing  the  Use  of  Telephone  Interviews 


The  NSOPF-93  mixed-mode  data  collection  design  (mail  with  mail  and  telephone  follow-up  supplemented  by 
telephone  interviews)  could  be  modified.  NCES  could  consider  beginning  with  telephone  interviews  for  part- 
time  faculty  with  mail  and  telephone  follow-up,  while  retaining  the  NSOPF-93  design  for  full-time  faculty. 

A design  employing  a significant  telephone  interview  component  can  shorten  the  data  collection  period. 
However,  locating  part-time  faculty  would  need  to  begin  earlier,  since  in  the  current  NSOPF,  fewer  home 
addresses  were  provided  for  part-time  faculty  than  for  full-time  faculty.  Nonresponding  part-time  faculty 
were  often  no  longer  employed  at  the  institution  when  telephone  follow-up  began.  This  data  collection  design 
change  has  cost  implications.  More  telephone  interviews  could  also  increase  item  nonresponse  for  certain 
items. 

Ninety-nme  of  the  institution-level  questionnaires  were  completed  with  the  assistance  of  an  interviewer  who 
collected  some  information  by  telephone  (or,  in  four  cases,  in  person).  To  shorten  the  data  collection-period, 

NSOPF  could  begin  offering  small-  to  medium-sized  institutions  the  option  of  telephone  data  collection  at  tL 
second  prompt. 

1 1 .3  Providing  Institutions  with  an  Information  Sheet  at  the  Time  of  List  Collection 

The  NSOPF-93  verification  and  retrieval  effort  described  in  Chapter  10  demonstrated  that  when  institutions 
are  supplied  with  discrepant  faculty  counts,  most  of  them  are  capable  of  determining  which  set  of  estimates  is 
most  accurate  and  providing  the  reason(s)  for  the  discrepancy.  In  view  of  this  finding,  NORC  proposes 
providing  institutional  staff  with  an  information  sheet  at  the  time  of  list  collection.  This  information  sheet 
would  contain  the  most  current  IPEDS  estimates,  along  with  the  “best  estimates”  reported  for  NSOPF-93.^® 
The  information  sheet  would  also  include  a statement  alerting  staff  that  the  NSOPF-93  definition  of  “faculty” 
may  not  be  identical  to  the  IPEDS  definition  and  that,  in  most  instances,  the  institution’s  estimate  of  faculty 
should  exceed  ih&l  of  IPEDS.  (It  may  or  may  not  exceed  the  NSOPF-93  totals  depending  on  the  actions  [e.g., 
downsizing,  increasing  staff,  etc.]  the  institution  has  taken  between  NSOPF  cycles.) 


“Fifty  percent  or  more  of  the  NSOPF-93  institutions  are  expected  to  fall  into  the  next  NSOPF  cycle.  The 
number  of  institutions  is  likely  to  be  higher  especially  if  an  “overlap”  sample  design  is  used  in  the  next  round  cycle. 
Even  without  an  overlap  design,  it  is  worth  noting  that  48  percent  of  the  institutions  responding  to  the  NSOPF-88 
institution  questionnaire  also  appeared  in  the  NSOPF-93  sample. 
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Institution  staff  should  be  asked  to  check  their  reported  faculty  list  totals  against  the  IPEDS  and/or  NSOPF- 
93  totals.  Discrepancies  among  estimates  beyond  a specified  threshold  (say  10  percent)  should  be  explained 
in  a “Comments”  section  of  the  information  sheet.^’  A sample  information  sheet,  serving  as  a guide,  could  be 
provided  . Once  received,  the  institution’s  faculty  list  totals  (both  from  the  information  sheet  and  from  the 
list)  could  then  be  data-entered  into  a discrepancy  module  that  would  be  preprogrammed  with  IPEDS  and 
NSOPF-93  faculty  counts  to  compare  faculty  counts.  Unexplained  discrepancies  beyond  a specified  threshold 
would  trigger  a retrieval  and  reconciliation  call  to  the  Institutional  Coordinator  before  faculty  sample 
selection. 

The  information  sheet  will  provide  the  Institutional  Coordinator  with  a means  of  checking  the  work  of  other 
staff  who  are  usually  responsible  for  preparing  the  list.  This  new  procedure  will  encourage  the  coordinator  to 
check  the  list  compiler’s  work  and  to  produce  an  accurate  and  complete  faculty  list.  Discrepancies  can  be 
resolved  at  the  institution  level,  and  this  will  allow  the  institutions,  in  some  instances,  to  correct  obvious 
errors  (e.g.,  exclusion  of  non-tenure-track  faculty  or  part-time  staff)  before  mailing  the  list  of  faculty  back  to 
the  NSOPF  contractor.  In  other  instances,  where  the  institution  is  simply  not  equipped  to  provide  a complete 
or  wholly  accurate  list  of  faculty,  it  would  alert  the  institution— and  the  NSOPF  contractor— to  any  omissions 
or  erroneous  inclusions  much  earlier  in  the  list  collection  process.  Even  under  this  changed  procedure  the 
NSOPF  contractor  would  continue  to  recontact  institutions  to  retrieve  data  and  to  reconcile  discrepancies 
during  the  list  collection  operation. 

Preparation  for  the  data  collection  phase  of  NSOPF  should  include  training  of  a team  specializing  in  resolving 
discrepancies  between  faculty  lists  and  institution  questionnaires.  This  team  would  be  prepared  to  perform 
necessary  reconciliation  between  divergent  faculty  counts  and  to  ascertain  explanations  from  institution 
officials  for  discrepancies  in  faculty  counts. 

1 1 .4  Coordinating  Institution  Questionnaire  Mailing  and  List  Collection 

The  recommendation  in  section  11.3  hinges  on  the  availability  of  institution  questionnaires  at  the  time  of  list 
collection  so  that  potential  discrepancies  can  be  checked  and  reconciled  at  this  early  stage  of  the  operation. 
This  recommendation  offers  other  advantages  as  well.  Discrepancies  can  be  substantially  reduced  by  mailing 
the  institution  questionnaire  and  the  list  request  in  the  same  packet,  or  at  least  timing  it  so  that  both  individual 
requests  are  received  at  the  institution  at  about  the  same  time.  By  coordinating  these  requests,  NCES  can 
explicitly  indicate  in  the  instructions  that  the  estimates  requested  to  certain  questions  should  be  identical  or 
very  close.  Whenever  discrepancies  are  identified,  the  institution  staff  would  be  required  to  resolve  or  to 
explain  them.  By  coupling  the  timing  for  both  of  these  requests,  the  NSOPF  data  collection  contractor  will  be 
able  to  enter  the  list  and  questionnaire  counts  (along  with  the  IPEDS  counts)  into  a discrepancy/verification 
module  to  immediately  check  for  discrepancies.^* 

Though  this  procedure  may  increase  the  initial  appearance  of  respondent  burden  to  the  institution,  it  also 


’’A  form  in  duplicate  (or  triplicate)  could  be  used  so  that  the  institution  could  maintain  a copy  for  its  own 
records  and  submit  the  completed  one-page  form  with  its  list.  Of  course,  the  form  and  procedures  recommended  should 
be  field-tested  prior  to  their  incorporation  into  the  next  cycle  of  NSOPF. 

’*NORC’s  Survey  Management  System  (SMS)  was  customized  expressly  for  NSOPF-93  to  permit  it  to  check 
for  discrepancies  between  list  and  IPEDS  faculty  totals  and  to  check  specific  subgroup  totals  (i.e.,  part-time,  full-time; 
racial/ethnic  categories).  The  discrepancy  module  was  initially  created  to  check  list,  questionnaire,  and  IPEDS  totals 
against  each  other,  but  because  the  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  was  delayed,  only  the  LIST/IPEDS  cheek  was 
possible. 
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makes  it  much  more  likely  that  institution  staff  preparing  the  list  and  those  completing  the  questionnaire  (who 
are  often  not  the  same  person)  will  consult  each  other  and  will  resolve  any  discrepancies  internally.  This 
procedure  is  more  likely  to  reduce  respondent  burden  at  many  institutions  by  eliminating  duplication  of 
efforts  by  separate  offices,  and  by  minimizing  the  number  of  callback  requests.^* 

1 1 .5  Routing  Institutional  Coordinator  Packet  to  Institutional  Research  Director 

NSOPF-93  experience  showed  that  the  individual  most  familiar  with  the  data  requested  on  the  faculty 
sampling  lists,  and,  therefore,  the  most  appropriate  Institutional  Coordinator,  is  the  director  of  institutional 
research.  Moreover,  directors  of  institutional  research  often  have  a high  level  of  interest  in  the  research  topics 
covered  by  NSOPF.  Therefore,  whenever  an  institution  employs  an  individual  in  the  capacity  of  director  of 
institutional  research,  the  cover  letter  (currently  sent  to  the  institution’s  chief  administrative  officer)  and  the 
accompanying  Confirmation  Form  could  be  sent  directly  to  that  person,  with  a copy  sent  to  the  institution’s 
Chief  Administrative  Officer  (CAO).  Only  in  the  absence  of  a director  of  institutional  research  would 
another  individual  (such  as  an  academic  dean)  be  named  to  serve  as  coordinator.  This  should  speed  routing 
of  mail,  reduce  the  number  of  remails  required,  and,  in  many  cases,  assure  a knowledgeable  and  sympathetic 
review  of  the  request. 

Misrouting  and  delays  in  routing  of  the  institutional  coordinator  packet  were  fi'cquent  problems  in  the  list 
collection  effort,  as  evidenced  by  the  high  rate  of  remails — over  40  percent — to  CAOs  and  coordinators.  In 
some  instances,  a CAO  with  limited  time  to  personally  review  mail  reported  the  package  as  not  having  been 
received,  although  it  had  been  sent  to  the  correct  address.  Often,  a “gatekeeper”  routed  the  package  to 
another  institutional  official  before  the  CAO  could  review  the  materials.  Although  this  official  may  be  best 
suited  to  serve  as  Institutional  Coordinator,  there  is  no  guarantee  that  this  is  the  case.  If  the  package  is  routed 
to  a person  who  is  either  unfamiliar  with  or  unsympathetic  to  the  aims  of  research  studies  such  as  NSOPF,  or 
who  lacks  knowledge  of  what  faculty  data  the  institution  has  available,  it  becomes  much  more  difficult  to 
obtain  the  institution  s participation,  as  well  as  to  obtain  high-quality  data  within  set  time  constraints. 

11.6  Changing  Institution  Questionnaire  Instructions  and  Questions 

Some  of  the  questionnaire  instructions  and  questions  in  the  institution  questionnaire  may  have  inadvertently 
contributed  to  the  discrepancies  in  faculty  estimates  noted  in  Chapter  10.  To  avoid  confusion  in  Questions 
1 A-D  between  the  total  pool  of  part-time  and  temporary  faculty  available  to  an  institution  and  the  total 
employed  (an  unintended  ambiguity  that  caused  problems  for  some  institutions  because  of  how  part-time  and 
temporary  staff  are  treated),  we  would  recommend  amending  this  question  or  creating  separate  questions  to 
ask  for  both  the  total  number  of  available  staff  and  the  number  employed  during  the  fall  term.  This 
separation  would  allow  institutions  to  report  the  status  of  their  temporary  and  part-time  staff  more  accurately 
and  without  the  confusion  some  institutions  experienced.  Even  though  some  institutions  may  only  be  able  to 
provide  one  set  of  these  estimates,  it  will  at  least  be  completely  clear  which  set  of  figures  the  institution  is 
providing. 

Another  area  of  ambiguity  appeared  in  the  actual  estimate  of  faculty.  Some  institutions  provided  estimates  of 
full-time  equivalents  (FTEs)  rather  than  the  requested  headcount  of  individuals.  We  would  recommend 
amending  the  instructions  to  the  institution  questionnaire  to  make  clear  that  we  are  seeking  a headcount  of 
faculty,  and  not  a count  of  FTEs  (or  positions)  unless  it  is  expressly  stated  in  the  question.  (Although  we 


”It  would  be  prudent  to  explain  the  reasons  for  this  procedure  to  the  institution  in  the  introductory  letter  and 
materials  at  the  time  of  list  collection.  The  more  participants  understand  at  the  outset,  the  more  likely  they  are  to  “buy 
in”  to  survey  procedures. 
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would  not  recommend  it,  alternatively  we  could  ask  for  both  FTEs  and  a headcount.  This  approach  might 
increase  respondent  burden  slightly;  however,  some  institutions  may  feel  more  comfortable  providing  a 
headcount  if  it  is  accompanied  by  the  total  number  of  FTEs.) 

A number  of  institutions  excluded  medical  or  professional  institutions  or  satellite  campuses  that  should  have 
been  included.  Explicit  instructions  should  be  provided  in  both  the  questionnaire  and  the  list  collection  packet 
to  include  all  such  institutions  and  campuses  that  do  not  file  separately  for  IP EDS;  if  possible,  a list  of 
institutions  and  campuses  to  be  included  could  be  printed  in  the  packet  given  each  institution,  based  on 
IPEDS  information.  The  institution  would  be  instructed  to  notify  the  data  collection  contractor  about  any 
changes  in  the  status  of  the  listed  institutions  and  satellite  campuses.  If  an  institution  has  any  questions  about 
which  institutions  and  campuses  to  include,  that  institution  would  be  instructed  to  contact  the  data  collection 
contractor  for  assistance. 

A small  number  of  institutions  erroneously  included  all  staff  (including  maintenance  and  clerical  staff)  at 
Questions  1 A-D.  We  believe  this  error  could  have  been  avoided  had  the  respondents  carefully  read  the 
glossary  on  the  front  inside  cover  of  the  questionnaire.  Since  these  individuals  clearly  did  not  make  this 
effort,  we  recommend  including  an  additional  instruction  to  accompany  Questions  lA-D  and  other  questions 
that  ask  for  counts  of  “faculty/staff,”  that  would  briefly  repeat  the  general  instruction  and  reference  the 
glossary. 

Other  changes  should  be  made  to  the  institution  questionnaire  to  reduce  respondent  burden.  Information  on 
benefits  available  to  faculty  should  not  be  asked  as  part  of  the  institution  questionnaire  that  is  mailed  with  the 
list  collection  packet.  In  NSOPF-93,  these  items  elicited  high  item  nonresponse,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  8. 

In  the  next  NSOPF,  benefits  questions  could  be  asked  separately,  at  a later  time.  Ideally,  such  information 
could  be  obtained  directly  from  the  staff  or  department  responsible  for  administering  benefits  programs  at 
each  participating  institution,  or  in  some  cases,  at  the  parent  institution.  This  recommendation  should  be 
field-tested. 

11.7  Eliminating  Option  of  Sending  Computer  T apes 

Due  to  the  level  of  effort  required  in  their  processing,  we  recommend  deleting  any  reference  to  computer  tapes 
in  the  list  preparation  materials.  Although  we  do  recognize  that  many  institutions,  especially  those  with  large 
numbers  of  faculty,  may  need  to  submit  their  lists  on  computer  tape,  processing  NSOPF-93  faculty  lists  in 
computer  tape  format  was  costly  both  in  time  and  effort,  and  required  higher  levels  of  staff  to  complete.  In 
order  to  load  computer  tapes,  a programmer  had  to  be  available  to  convert  the  tape  into  a format  that  could  be 
loaded,  if  necessary,  and  to  monitor  the  loading  process.  Seven  percent  (61  out  of  817)  of  the  institutions  sent 
their  faculty  lists  as  computer  tapes;  8 sent  only  the  tape  and  53  sent  a tape  and  a hardcopy  printout.  In 
general,  lists  submitted  on  computer  tape  either  required  retrieval  to  obtain  a usable  list,  or  the  hardcopy  list 
was  used  in  place  of  the  tape. 

11.8  Providing  Diskette  or  List  Layout  Example 

List  preparation  instructions,  which  were  developed  in  conjunction  with  NORC  programmers  and  systems 
specialists,  provided  institutions  with  a standard  layout  with  which  to  format  their  lists  (see  Appendix  K).  By 
providing  this  convention,  the  number  of  unique  problems  and  types  of  lists  encountered  by  list  processing 
staff  were  greatly  reduced,  thus  decreasing  list  processing  time.  These  changes  to  list  preparation  materials 
dramatically  increased  the  ease  and  speed  by  which  faculty  lists  were  processed. 
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However,  even  with  these  conventions  in  place,  institutions  still  varied  in  the  individual  layout  of  their  faculty 
lists.  Various  programs  were  used  to  reformat  electronic  files  that  were  not  laid  out  correctly,  or  were 
otherwise  formatted  in  such  a way  that  they  could  not  be  sampled.  In  addition,  many  institutions  sent 
diskettes  that  other  computers  were  unable  to  read. 

For  the  next  NSOPF,  list  preparation  instructions  should  be  augmented  by  providing  institutions  with  a 
formatted  diskette  that  contains  an  example  of  the  file  layout  requested.  This  diskette  could  also  include  a 
simple  interactive  database  management  program  that  could  run  diagnostic  checks  on  the  list  data  to  assure 
that  data  are  supplied  according  to  specifications.  Even  though  not  all  institutions  are  equipped  with  the 
same  hardware  and/or  software,  we  believe  that  the  availability  of  this  aid  will  enhance  the  probability  of  our 
receiving  electronic  files  in  the  preferred  format.  Institutions  should  also  be  given  the  option  of  submitting 
their  faculty  lists  on  CD-ROM. 

1 1.9  Scanning  Hardcopy  Faculty  Lists 

NORC  recommends  investigating  the  possibility  of  using  computer  scanners  to  convert  hardcopy  lists  into  an 
easier  format.  With  the  development  of  new  and  more  efficient  scanning  devices,  it  is  conceivable  that  the 
need  for  keying/manual  data  entry  of  hardcopy  lists  could  be  eliminated  by  the  next  survey  wave.  Time  spent 
on  coding  and  keying  information  from  hardcopy  lists  was  reduced  substantially  from  the  field  test,  but  was 
still  greater  than  the  time  required  to  process  most  electronic  files.  Some  institutions  had  large  and  time- 
consuming  hardcopy  lists  of  faculty  that  could  have  been  electronically  processed  in  a fraction  of  the  time. 
With  scanning  devices,  printed  data  could  be  scanned  and  converted  into  an  electronic  format  that  could  then 
be  used  to  sample  faculty. 

11.10  Using  the  Internet 

As  the  use  and  accessibility  of  the  “information  superhighway”  is  increasing  across  organizations — especially 
academic  institutions  the  use  of  the  Internet  as  a mode  of  transmitting  and  receiving  information  should  be 
examined.  Even  though  transmitting  faculty,  lists  via  the  Internet  was  not  formally  given  as  an  option  in  the 
institution  recruitment  and  list  collection  materials  in  the  main  study,  some  institutions  chose  to  submit  their 
lists  in  that  fashion.  NORC  believes  that  providing  this  service  will  greatly  enhance  the  efficiency  and 
timeliness  of  list  collection  in  the  next  survey  wave.  The  NSOPF  data  collection  contractor  could  set  up  a 
secure  World  Wide  Web  or  “gopher”  site  that  would  include  an  “FAQ”  (for  “frequently  asked  questions”) 
screen  and  examples  of  the  standard  faculty  list  that  institutions  should  provide.  NORC’s  experience  with  a 
Web  site  constructed  for  another  education  study  suggests  that  this  option  facilitates  list  collection  and 
insures  data  confidentiality  and  security.  Institutions  “upload”  their  lists  to  the  site  server,  from  which  list 
collection  is  conducted.  With  the  Internet  becoming  a much  more  common  tool  for  research  and 
communication,  it  is  likely  that  persons  ultimately  responsible  for  creating  electronic  datafiles  would  be  adept 
at  handling,  and  would  prefer  using,  this  mode  of  information  transfer. 

11.11  Maximizing  Early  Awareness  of  the  Study 

In  a time  of  fiscal  constraints,  and  many  competing  research  demands,  some  institutions  find  it  necessary  to 
limit  their  participation  in  research  projects  to  those  they  deem  most  in  their  interest.  It  is  vital  that 
institutional  officials  be  provided  with  enough  information  about  NSOPF  to  make  an  informed  decision  on 
their  participation  before  institutional  resources  are  committed  to  other  projects.  Therefore,  we  recommend 
that  appropriate  organizations  (e.g.,  the  Association  for  Institutional  Research,  the  National  Education 
Association)  be  provided  with  ongoing  information  about  study  plans  and  results  well  in  advance  of  the  next 
field  period.  This  information  can  be  disseminated  to  members  through  newsletters,  bulletins,  and  NCES  ’ 
participation  in  conferences. 
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11.12  Requesting  Address  Updates  from  Institutional  Coordinator 

The  lists  obtained  from  institutions  are  often  out-of-date,  particularly  with  regard  to  address  information  for 
part-time  faculty,  many  of  whom  may  have  moved  to  other  institutions.  However,  Institutional  Coordinators 
are  often  able  to  update  address  information  on  sampled  faculty,  and  can  confirm  their  current  status  at  the 
institution  (as  well  as  their  faculty  status  as  of  the  previous  fall  term).  Hence,  prior  to  telephone  follow-up,  we 
recommend  sending  the  lists  of  sampled  faculty  back  to  coordinators  for  confirmation  of  locating  information 
and  faculty  status.  In  this  way,  the  level  of  locating  effort  required  to  reach  faculty  can  be  substantially 
reduced. 

11.13  Requesting  System-wide  Data 

Faculty  benefits  policies  in  state  and  city  college  systems  (and  large  institutions  with  autonomous,  but  related, 
“satellite”  institutions)  are  generally  uniform  across  institutions.  NSOPF  should  ask  for  (and  use) 
system-wide  sources  for  these  institutions  to  minimize  the  burden  on  individual  institutions.  NSOPF  staff  can 
identify  these  sources  in  the  initial  mailing  or  follow-up  phone  call.  This  kind  of  information  can  also  be 
collected  earlier  by  assigning  staff  to  investigate  centralized  sources  for  system-wide  benefits  policies. 

11.14  Cognitive  Research  to  Aid  Institution  Data  Collection 

One  method  to  inform  the  next  NSOPF  round  may  be  the  use  of  cognitive  research,  such  as  focus  groups,  on 
a crossectional  sample  of  institution  officials  who  would  be  charged  with  completing  NSOPF  faculty 
sampling  lists,  institution  questionnaires  and  other  materials.  The  purpose  of  this  research  would  be  to 
ascertain  what  procedures  institutions  follow  to  gather  the  data  that  NSOPF  requires  and  to  discover 
problems  institutions  face  when  complying  with  NSOPF  requests.  A special  effort  might  be  focused  on 
smaller,  two-year  institutions,  those  which  showed  the  greatest  discrepancies  between  their  faculty  lists  and 
their  institution  questionnaires.  The  results  of  this  cognitive  research  could  help  the  NSOPF  contractor  to 
devise  procedures  and  instructions  to  institutions  which  maximize  institution  participation  and  which 
minimize  error. 

11.15  Changes  to  Faculty  Questionnaire 

In  order  to  develop  a more  complete  profile  of  faculty,  we  recommend  adding  items  that  obtain  more 
information  on  what  constitutes  advising  or  supervising  academic  activities  for  credit,  non-credit  courses,  and 
advising  or  supervising  noncredit  academic  activities.  These  questions  should  be  field  tested,  and  focus 
groups— particularly  with  health  sciences  faculty— should  also  be  conducted  before  being  incorporated  in  the 
next  full-scale  NSOPF.  An  option  “none  of  the  above”  should  be  added  to  the  code  for  academic  degree  for 
those  faculty  respondents  who  do  not  have  a degree  or  formal  award  (Question  Cl 6). 

For  the  Question  C23  and  its  subparts  on  credit  courses,  some  respondents  in  the  current  NSOPF  reported 
“0”  credit  hours,  “0”  hours  per  week,  or  “0”  students  enrolled.  Other  respondents  reported  high  numbers  for 
these  and  other  items  at  Question  C23.  Some  respondents  also  reported  “0”  basic  salary  from  the  institution 
at  E47,  or  much  higher  than  average  salaries  for  their  academic  rank.  Instructions  for  Questions  C23  and 
E47  may  need  to  be  modified.  Focus  group  discussion  could  determine  what  modifications  should  be  made 
for  the  next  NSOPF  field  test,  or  if  individual  items  in  each  question  should  be  modified  and  field-tested. 

Subparts  of  Question  C33  and  C35  had  high  item  nonresponse  in  the  current  survey.  Consideration  should 
be  given  to  combining  funding  sources  for  the  next  NSOPF,  such  as  combining  business/industry  with 
“other”  sources,  and  state/local  government  with  federal  government.  Items  requesting  information  on 
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research  funding  (the  respondent’s  role  as  investigator  or  staff,  total  funds  for  the  1992-93  institution  year, 
and  how  funds  were  used  (subitems  of  C33)  had  high  item  nonresponse.  For  the  next  NSOPF,  some 
consideration  should  be  given  to  obtaining  this  information  elsewhere.  At  Question  C35,  consideration 
should  be  given  to  asking  only  if  different  types  of  institution  funding  were  used,  and  deleting  the  items 
asking  if  such  funding  was  available. 

11.16  Nonresponse  Adjustment  by  Faculty  Discipline 

For  NSOPF-93,  nonresponse  adjustments  on  the  faculty. dataset  were  performed  for  two  main  faculty 
variables:  race/ethnicity  and  full-time/part-time  status.  Another  possible  nonresponse  adjustment  could  be 
performed  for  faculty  discipline.  This  recommendation  should  be  carefully  considered.  It  would  improve  the 
accuracy  of  estimates  of  faculty  population  in  one  of  the  chief  means  by  which  analysts  classify  faculty.  Such 
a nonresponse  adjustment  would  also  help  to  overcome  problenis  noted  in  such  program  areas  as  health 
sciences  if  it  could  be  established  that  nonresponse,  contributed  to  shortfalls  in  expected  estimates  of  faculty 
population  in  those  areas.  To  properly  carry  out  a nonresponse  adjustment  by  discipline,  faculty  sampling 
lists  will  have  to  code  faculty  discipline  for  every  faculty  member  listed.  This  requirement  could  increase 
institution  burden.  This  requirement  could  also  introduce  a level  of  confusion  into  institutions’  classification 
of  their  faculty  members  disciplines,  as  institutions  would  have  to  decide  how  to  classify  faculty  members 
with  joint  appointments  in  more  than  one  department  and  odier  like  cases.  To  lessen  institution  burden, 
institutions  could  be  asked  to  code  faculty  sampling  lists  only  on  the  10  program  areas  reported  at  the  faculty 
questionnaire  derived  variable  XOA 1 2.  No  matter  how  discipline  codes  are  recorded  on  faculty  sampling 
lists,  they  would  still  require  very  detailed  and  specific  instructions  to  list  preparers. 

11.17  Number  of  Replicate  Weights 

Analysts  should  be  cautious  about  use  of  BHS  estimated  variances  that  relate  to  one  stratum  or  to  a group  of 
two  or  three  strata.  Such  variance  estimates  may  be  based  upon  far  fewer  than  32  replicates,  and  thus  the 
variance  of  the  variance  estimator  may  be  large.  Analysts  who  use  either  the  faculty  file  or  the  institution  file 
should  also  be  cautious  about  cross-classifying  data  so  deeply  that  the  resulting  estimates  are  based  upon  a 
veiy  small  number  of  observations.  The  accuracy  of  NSOPF-93  statistics  should  be  interpreted  in  light  of 
estimated  standard  errors  and  of  the  number  of  observations  used  in  the  statistics.  In  light  of  these  issues, 
future  NSOPFs  may  consider  creating  a greater  number  of  replicate  weights  (i.e.  greater  than  32)  for  BHS 
variance  estimation. 

11.18  Poststratification  to  Institution  Questionnaire  Counts- 

The  recontacting  and  reconciliation  effort  detailed  in  Chapter  10  and  Appendix  R showed  that  recontacted 
msUtutions  most  often  chose  institution  questionnaire  faculty  counts  as  the  most  accurate  enumeration  of 
their  faculty.  The  poststratification  adjustment  performed  oii  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire  datafile 
brought  nadonal  population  estimates  for  the  faculty  file  more  in  line  with  the  national  population  estimates 
the  institution  questionnaire  produced.  Therefore,  to  reduce  measurement  error  on  the  faculty  datafile  and  to 
ensure  consistency  between  the  institution  and  faculty  datasets,  the  NSOPF  contractor  could  poststratify 
faculty  questionnaire  datafiles  to  faculty  population  estimates  produced  from  the  institution  questionnaire. 
This  recommendation  has  the  added  attraction  of  allowing  for  a prompt  estimation  of  national  faculty 
population  totals  without  having  to  conduct  an  extensive  reconciliation  effort,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  10.  Of 
course,  if  recommendation  1 1.3  helps  to  decrease  the  discrepancy  between  institution  questionnaire  totals  and 
faculty  list  totals  during  data  collection,  there  may  be  no  need  for  poststratification. 
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11.19  Overlap  Sample  Design  for  Future  NSOPF  Cycles 

Composite  estimation  is  not  possible  when  comparing  estimates  between  NSOPF-88  and  NSOPF-93.  An 
overlap  design  for  future  NSOPF  cycles  will  increase  the  precision  for  estimates  of  change  since  NSOPF-93, 
even  if  change  is  estimated  simply  by  differences  between  the  statistics  for  two  time  points.  Even  greater 
precision  can  be  achieved  by  relying  on  a composite  estimator,  which  can  be  viewed  as  a weighted  average  of 
two  estimates  of  change,  one  based  on  the  overlapping  institutions  and  one  based  on  the  nonoverlapping 
institutions.  The  amount  of  weight  given  to  the  overlap-based  estimate  of  change  varies  directly  with  the 
correlation  over  time  for  the  characteristic  of  interest.  Overlap  can  be  built  into  the  next  cycle  of  the  study. 

At  that  point,  it  will  be  possible  to  calculate  the  correlations  and  to  confidently  predict  the  gains  achievable 
from  composite  estimation,  both  for  estimating  change  and  also  for  making  cross-sectional  estimates.  The 
precision  of  the  estimates  can  be  enhanced  even  if  composite  estimation  is  not  used.  Building  in  overlap  will 
allow  the  use  of  composite  estimation  if  desired.  To  that  end,  a machine-readable  copy  of  the  sampling  frame 
for  the  NSOPF-93  institutional  sample  has  been  produced.  This  data  file  includes,  for  all  institutions  in  the 
frame,  (a)  selection  probabilities,  (b)  stratum  codes,  (c)  indicators  as  to  whether  the  institution  was  or  was  not 
selected,  and  (d)  indicators  as  to  whether  the  institution  did  or  did  not  participate.  Items  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  are 
crucial  for  designing  the  overlap,  and  (d)  is  necessary  for  improving  the  efficiency  of  the  overlap. 
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Appendix  A 


1988  NSOPF  Questionnaire  for  Departments 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 


OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 
FOR  EDUCATIONAL  RESEARCH  AND  IMPROVEMENT 


CENTER  FOR  EDUCATION  STATISTICS 
April  1988 


Dear  Colleague: 

There  is  very  little  current  and  comprehensive  information  about  higher  education 
faculty  in  this  country.  For  this  reason,  the  Center  for  Education  Statistics  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Education  is  conducting  a national  survey  of  faculty  in  American 
colleges  and  universities.  This  study,  which  is  cosponsored  by  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Humanities,  is  designed  to  provide  reliable  and  current  data  for  higher- 
education  researchers,  as  well  as  planners  and  policymakers  at  all  levels  (institu- 
tional and  governmental).  The  Center  has  contracted  with  SRI  International  (formerly 
Stanford  Research  Institute)  and  the  Center  for  the  Study  of  Higher  Education  at  Penn 
State  University  to  conduct  the  study. 

This  National  Survey  of  Postsecondarv  Faculty  fNSOPF)  is  the  most  comprehensive  study 
of  faculty  in  postsecondary  educational  institutions  ever  undertaken.  It  will  provide 
national  profiles  of  faculty  members  regarding  their  backgrounds,  responsibilities, 
career  and  retirement  plans,  compensation,  benefits,  and  attitudes  about  their  jobs 
and  various  academic  issues.  Additionally,  information  on  institutional  and  depart- 
mental characteristics,  policies,  and  practices  that  affect  faculty  will  be  collected 
from  institutional  spokespersons  and  chairpersons  of  selected  departments  (or  compar- 
able academic  units). 

Your  institution  has  been  randomly  selected  to  participate  in  the  1987-88  NSOPF. 
Although  your  participation  is  voluntary,  it  is  particularly  important  because  this 
survey  will  establish  a baseline  for  any  future  profiles  of  faculty. 

Individual  responses  and  all  information  that  would  permit  identification  of  indi- 
viduals will  be  kept  strictly  confidential,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Family  Educational  Rights  and  Privacy  Acts  of  1976.  Responses  will  be  used  only  in 
statistical  summaries  and  will  not  be  disclosed  to  any  group  or  individual. 

Please  complete,  this  questionnaire  as  soon  as  possible  and  return  it  directly  to  SRI 
in  the  enclosed  business-reply  envelope.  When  the  study  is  completed,  the  Center  will 
provide  your  institution  with  a sunmiary  report  of  the  findings.  Study  reports  and 
data  tapes  also  will  be  available  upon  request  to  researchers  who  wish  to  explore  the 
study  issues  further.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  concerning  this  study, 
please  telephone  Dr.  Susan  Russell,  Project  Director,  of  SRI  International 
(415-859-4164). 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  cooperation. 


Emerson  0.  Elliott,  Director 


OHB  Clearance  # 18S0-0608 
Expiration  Date:  7/89 


NATIONAL  SURVEY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY 
Questionnaire  for  Departments  (or  Comparable  Academic  Units) 


PLEASE  READ  THESE  INSTRUCTIONS 


PLEASE  ANSWER  THIS  QUESTIONNAIRE  FOR  THE  UNIT  INDICATED  ON  THE  FRONT 
PAGE  LABEL. 

This  questionnaire  was  designed  to  be  completed  by  chairs  of  selected 
departments  (or  comparable  academic  units)  in  2-  and  4-year  postsecon- 
dary institutions  of  all  sizes.  Because  there  is  substantial  variation 
in  both  departments/units  and  postsecondary  institutions,  some  of  the 
questions  may  not  be  worded  quite  appropriately  for  your  situation.  He 
would  appreciate  your  tolerance  of  these  difficulties.  For  example,  we 
have  used  the  term  "department*  throughout  the  questionnaire,  but  the 
unit  for  which  you  are  responding  may  be  called  something  else. 

If  vour  institution  has  multiple  campuses,  please  answer  only  for  the 
campus  to  which  the  questionnaire  was  addressed. 

If  vour  department  has  BOTH  lav  faculty  and  those  assigned  bv  a 
reli Pious  order,  a few  questions  may  require  different  answers  for  the 
two  groups.  If  this  occurs,  please  call  Dr.  Susan  Russell  (collect)  at 
415-859-4164  for  instructions  on  how  to  proceed.  He  apologize  for  any 
inconvenience  this  may  cause  you. 

Obtaining  counts  of  different  kinds  of  faculty  is  an  important  part  of 
this  study.  If  you  cannot  provide  "hard*  data  for  some  of  the 
"numbers"  questions,  please  provide  your  best  estimates. 

Many  of  our  questions  ask  about  the  status  of  your  department  during 
the  1987  Fall  Term.  By  this,  we  mean  whatever  academic  term  was  in 
progress  on  October  15,  1987. 


FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY 
PLEASE  READ: 

By  full-time  instructional  faculty,  we  mean  those  members  of  your 
department's  instruction/research  staff  who  are  employed  full-time 
by  your  department  and  whose  regular  assignment  includes  instruction. 

Include: 

■ Regular  full-time  instructional  faculty. 

■ Those  who  contribute  their  services,  such  as  members  of  religious 
orders. 

■ Those  on  sabbatical  leave. 

■ Administrators  such  as  department  chairs  who  hold  full-time  faculty 
rank  and  whose  regular  assignment  includes  instruction. 

Do  not  Include: 

■ Repl acements  for  faculty  on  sabbatical  leave. 

■ Others  with  adjunct,  acting,  or  visiting  appointments, 
m Faculty  on  leave  without  pay. 

■ Teaching  assistants. 

REMINDER:  BY  “DEPARTMENT,"  ME  MEAN  THE  UNIT  INDICATED  ON  THE  FRONT  PAGE  LABEL. 

1.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  did  your  department  have  any  full-time  instructional 
faculty  (as  defined  above)?  Please  include  those  with  joint  appointments. 
(PLEASE  CIRCLE  OHE  NUMBER) 


Yes 1 

No 2 — > SKIP  TO  PAGE  12 


Questions  about  your  full-time  instructional  faculty  are  on  pages  2 - 11. 
Questions  about  your  part-time  instructional  faculty  are  on  pages  12  - 17. 


2.  How  many  instructional  faculty  members  who  are  employed  full-time  by  your 

institution  hold  .loint  appointments  in  your  department  and  some  other  department  at 
your  institution? 

(PLEASE  SPECIFY:  ENTER  “0”  IF  NONE) 

Number  with  joint  appointments:  


3.  Does  your  institution  have  a tenure  system  for  any  of  your  department's  full-time 
instructional  faculty? 


Yes 1 

0 

No 2 
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PULL.TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 

4.  How  many  full-time  instructional  faculty  members  were  there  in  each  of  the 
categories  below  in  your  department  during  the  1987  Fall  Term? 

If  your  Institution  does  not  have  a tenure  system  for  fuTl-time  faculty,  please 
complete  the  "Hot  Tenure  Track"  column. 

If  there  are  no  academic  ranks  in  your  department,  please  complete 
only  the  line  for  "other  full-time  instructional  faculty." 

(PLEASE  EKTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  "0") 

1987  FALL  TERM:  FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY 

Tenure  track 

Tenured  Not  tenured  Not  tenure  track 

Professor  

Associate  Professor  

Assistant  Professor  " i 

Instructor  

Lecturer  _ 

Other  full-time 
instructional  faculty, 

including  no  academic  ranks  _____  ^ 

TOTAL  


5.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  how  many  full-time  instructional  faculty  with  visiting, 
acting,  or  adjunct  appointments  did  your  department  have? 

Note:  These  individuals  should  not  appear  in  your  other  counts  of  full-time 

instructional  faculty  provided  in  this  questionnaire. 

(PLEASE  SPECIFY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  "0") 
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FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAI  Fflrii|TY  (continued) 

6.  Please  indicate  below  the  number  of  your  department's  full-time  instructional 
faculty  members  by  sex  and  race  (minority/nonminority)  during  the  1987  Fall  Term. 

If  there  are  no  academic  ranks  in  your  department,  please  complete  only  the 
line  for  “other  full-time  instructional  faculty". 

NOTE:  By  “minority,"  we  mean  Black,  Hispanic,  American  Indian,  Aleut,  Eskimo, 
Asian,  or  Pacific  Islander. 

(PLEASE  EHTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  “0") 

1987  FALL  TERM:  FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACUl TV 

Minority  Nonminoritv 

— MfiO - Vpmgn Men  Women 


Professor 

Associate  Professor 

Assistant  Professor 

Instructor 

Lecturer 

Other  full-time 
instructional  faculty, 
including  no  academic  ranks 

TOTAL 


7.  How  many  full-time  instructional  faculty  did  your  department  have  in  each  of  the 
following  categories? 

(PLEASE  ENTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  "0" ) 

Number  on  the  staff  during  the  1986  Fall  Term: 

(NOTE:  Nineteen  eiahtv-six) 

Number  who  retired  between  the  beginning  of 
the  1986  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the 
1987  Fall  Term: 


Number  who  left  the  institution  between  the 
beginning  of  the  1986  Fall  Term  and  the 
beginning  of  the  1987  Fall  Term,  for  reasons 
other  than  retirement: 


Number  on  the  staff  at  the  beginning  of  the 
1987  Fall  Term  who  were  hired  since 
the  beginning  of  the  1986  Fall  Term: 
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nil  t -TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 


IF  NO  TENURE  SYSTEM.  PLEASE  SKIP  TO  QUESTION  13,  ON  PAGE  6. 

8.  During  the  1986-87  academic  year,  how  many  instructional  faculty  in  your  department 
were  considered  for  tenure,  and  how  many  were  granted  tenure? 

(PLEASE  ENTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  -O") 


Number  considered  for  tenure: 
Number  granted  tenure: 


9.  During  the  1986  and  1987  Fall  Terms,  how  many  tenured  and  tenure-track  instructional 
faculty  did  your  department  have? 

(PLEASE  ENTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  “O”) 

1986  Fall  Term  1987  Fall  Term 


Tenured  instructional  faculty: 

Tenure-track  (but  not  tenured) 
instructional  faculty: 


10.  How  many  tenured  instructional  faculty  (if  any)  left  your  department  for  each  of 
the  following  reasons  between  the  beginning  of  the  1986  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning 
of  the  1987  Fall  Term? 

(PLEASE  ENTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  "0") 


Through  retirement: 

To  assume  another  position: 

Formally  removed  for  cause  (e.g,  for 
neglect  of  duty,  incompetence,  moral 
turpitude,  fraud,  or  insubordination): 

Dismissed  because  of  institutional 
budget  pressures  or  program  closures: 


For  other  reasons  (e.g.,  death, 
disability): 


FULL-TIME  IHSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 


11.  Is  there  a maximum  number  of  years  an  instructional  faculty  member  can  be  on  a 
tenure  track  and  not  receive  tenure  in  your  department? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  OHE  HUMBER  AMD  SPECIFY  THE  MAXIMUM,  IF  APPLICABLE) 


Yes 1 

MAXIMUM: 

No 2 


12.  Does  your  institution  or  department  currently  have  an  upper  limit  (either  formal  or 
informal)  on  the  percentage  of  full-time  instructional  faculty  in  your  department 
who  are  tenured? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  AND  SPECIFY  PERCENTAGE,  IF  APPLICABLE) 


Yes 1 

UPPER  LIMIT:  % 


No 2 


13.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  for  how  many  unfilled  full-time  instructional  faculty 
positions  in  your  department  were  candidates  being  recruited?  Please  include 
positions  that  were  temporarily  filled  by  teaching  assistants,  or  by  faculty  with 
adjunct,  acting,  or  visiting  appointments. 

(PLEASE  SPECIFY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  "O") 


IF  NONE,  SKIP  TO  QUESTION  15 


14.  For  which  of  the  following  reasons  did  your  department  have  these  unfilled 
positions? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 


Unable  to  locate  qualified  applicants  l 

Qualified  applicants  would  not  accept  our  terras 
of  employment  (e.g.,  salary,  location,  etc.)  ....  2 

Resources  not  available  for  hiring  3 

Declining  enrollment  4 

Decided  to  fill  position  with  part-timer(s)  ....  5 

Vacancy  occurred  too  late  to  fill  position 6 

Other  reasons  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW)  7 
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PULL-TIME  IHSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 


15.  Generally  speaking,  how  important  is  each  of  the  following  factors  in  granting 
tenure  in  your  department? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  OHE  HUMBER  FOR  EACH  FACTOR) 


Not 

imoorta(nt 

Somewhat 

imoortant 

Very 

imoortant 

Quality  of  teaching 

1 

2 

3 

Quality  of  research 

1 

2 

3 

Number  of  publications 

1 

2 

3 

Quality  of  publications 

1 

2 

3 

Institutional  activities  or  service 

1 

2 

3 

Community  or  professional  service 

1 

2 

3 

Reputation  in  their  professional  field 

1 

2 

3 

Reputation  of  graduate  institution/program 
(i.e.,  where  highest  degree  was  awarded) 

1 

2 

3 

Highest  degree 

1 

2 

3 

Affirmative  Action  or  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  (EEO)  considerations 

1 

2 

3 

Candidate's  ability  to  obtain 
outside  funding 

1 

2 

3 

"Fit"  with  this  department  or  institution 

1 

2 

3 

"Fit"  with  student  body 

1 

2 

3 

Other  important  factors  in  the  tenure 
decision  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW) 
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FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 


16.  In  practice,  at  what  level  is  each  of  the  following  decisions  most  often  made? 
(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


LEVEL  AT  WHICH  DECISION  IS 

MADE  HOST  OFTEN: 

Department 
chair  or 
facultv 

College/school 
(within  larger 
institution) 

Institution 

Other* 

Does 
not 
aool  V 

a.  Selection  of  a given 

individual  for  a full-time 
instructional  faculty 
position 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

b.  Decision  to  grant  tenure 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

c.  Decision  to  deny  tenure 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

d.  Decision  to  grant  a 
promotion  in  rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

e.  Decision  to  give  a merit 
raise 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

*PLEASE  SPECIFY  -OTHER-  RESPONSES: 

17.  Are  any. of  your  department's  full-time  instructional  faculty  legally  represented  by  a 
union  (or  other  association)  for  purposes  of  collective  bargaining? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  AND  SPECIFY  PERCEHT , IF  APPLICABLE) 


Yes 1 

WHAT  PERCENT?  % 


No 


8 of  17 

171 
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FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 

18.  Generally  speaking,  how  important  is  each  of  the  following  factors  in  hiring 
full-time  entry-level  instructional  faculty  in  your  department?  (If  you  have 
tenure  system,  please  answer  for  entry-level  tenure  track  faculty.) 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  OHE  HUMBER  FOR  EACH  FACTOR) 


Not 

imoortant 

Somewhat 

imoortant 

Very 

imoortant 

Extent  of  teaching  experience 

1 

2 

3 

Quality  of  teaching 

1 

2 

3 

Extent  of  research  experience 

1 

2 

3 

Quality  of  research 

1 

2 

3 

Number  of  publications 

1 

2 

3 

Quality  of  publications 

1 

2 

3 

Community  or  professional  service 

1 

2 

3 

Reputation  in  their  professional  field 

1 

2 

3 

Reputation  of  graduate  institution/program 
(i.e.,  where  highest  degree  was  awarded) 

1 

2 

3 

Highest  degree 

1 

2 

3 

Academic  record 

1 

2 

3 

Affirmative  Action  or  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  (EEO)  considerations 

1 

2 

3 

Candidate's  ability  to  obtain 
outside  funding 

1 

2 

3 

Related  job  experience 

1 

2 

3 

Salary  requirements 

1 

2 

3 

Programmatic  needs 

1 

2 

3 

"Fit"  with  this  department  or  institution 

1 

2 

3 

"Fit"  with  student  body 

1 

2 

3 

Other  important  factors  in  hiring  entry-level 
full-time  instructional  faculty 
(PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW) 
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FUU-TIHE  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 


19.  In  which  of  the  following  ways,  If  any,  is  the  teaching  performance  of  full-time 


faculty  assessed  In  your  department? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 

Evaluations  by  students  ....  1 

Student  test  scores  2 

Student  placement  or  honors  . . 3 


Other  measures  of  student  performance 4 

Oepartment/divislon  chair  evaluations 5 


Dean  evaluations  . 6 

Peer  evaluations  7 

Self  evaluations  .8 

Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW)  9 


Teaching  performance  not  assessed 

for  full-time  faculty  o 
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FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 


20.  Listed  below  are  some  ways  that  institutions  may  use  discretionary  funds  for  the 
professional  development  of  faculty  members.  For  each,  please  indicate  whether  it 
is: 

• iiot  available  to  any  of  your  department's  full-time  instructional  faculty, 

• Available  only  to  full-time  instructional  faculty  in  your  department  who  have  a 
certain  rank,  tenure,  or  years  of  service,  OR 

• Available  to  full-time  instructional  faculty  in  your  department  with  no  rank, 
tenure,  or  years  of  service  restrictions. 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


Discretionary 


NOT  AVAILABLE 
TO  ANY 
FULL-TIME 


AVAILABLE  TO  FULL-TIME  FACUITYt 

Some  rank,  tenure.  No  rank,  tenure, 
years  of  service  years  of  service 


Tuition  remission  (to 
faculty  themselves)  at  this 
or  other  institutions 

1 

2 

3 

Professional  association 
memberships 

1 

2 

3 

Registration  fees,  etc.  for 
workshops,  conferences,  etc. 

1 

2 

3 

Professional  travel 

1 

2 

3 

Sabbatical  leave 

1 

2 

3 

Training  to  improve  research 
skills 

1 

3 

Training  to  improve  teaching 
skills 

1 

2 

3 

Paid  leave  to  gain  work 
experience 

1 

2 

3 

Retraining  for  fields 
in  higher  demand 

1 

2 

3 

O 

ERIC 
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PART-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACUin 


PLEASE^AD: 

By  part-time  instructional  faculty,  we  mean  those  members  of  your  department's 
instruction/ research  staff  who  are  employed  part-time  in  your  department  and 
whose  regular  assignment  in  your  department  includes  instruction. 

Include: 

m Regular  part-time  instructional  faculty. 

m Those  who  contribute  their  services,  such  as  members  of  religious  orders, 
m Part-time  replacements  for  faculty  on  sabbatical  leave  or  leave  without  pay. 
m Others  with  part-time  adjunct,  acting,  or  visiting  appointments. 

Do  not  include: 

m Faculty  on  leave  without  pay. 
m Teaching  assistants. 


21.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  did  your  department  have  anv  part-time  instructional 
faculty  (as  defined  above)? 

Yes 1 

^ No  .........  2 —>  SKIP  TO  END 

22.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  how  many  part-time  instructional  faculty  did  your 
department  have? 

(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE  IF  "HARD"  DATA  ARE  NOT  AVAILABLE) 


23.  How  many  of  these  part-timers  (as  indicated  in  Question  22)  had  adjunct,  acting,  or 
visiting  appointments? 

(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE  IF  "HARD"  DATA  ARE  NOT  AVAILABLE) 
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PART-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 


24.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  how  many  student  teaching  assistants  did  your  department 
have? 

Note:  These  individuals  should  not  appear  in  your  other  counts  of  part-time 

instructional  faculty.  ■ 

(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE  IF  "HARD"  DATA  ARE  NOT  AVAILABLE) 


25.  Does  your  institution  have  a tenure  system  for  any  of  your  department's  part-time 
instructional  faculty? 


Yes  .........  1 

No 2 


26.  Please  indicate  below  the  number  of  your  department's  part-time  instructional 

faculty  members  by  sex  and  race  (minority/nonminority)  during  the  1987  Fall  Term. 

If  there  are  no  academic  ranks  in  your  department,  please  complete  only  the 
line  for  "other  part-time  instructional  faculty". 

NOTE:  By  "minority,"  we  mean  American  Indian,  Aleut,  Eskimo,  Asian,  Pacific 
Islander,  black,  and  Hispanic. 

(PLEASE  ENTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE  IF  "HARD"  DATA 
ARE  NOT  AVAILABLE:  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  "0") 

1987  FALL  TERM:  PART-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY 

Minority Nonminoritv 

Hen  Women  Men  Women 

Professor  ‘ 


Associate  Professor 


Assistant  Professor 


Instructor 


Lecturer 


Other  part-time 
instructional  faculty, 
including  no  academic  ranks 

TOTAL 
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PART-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 

27.  Generally  speaking,  how  important  is  each  of  the  following  factors  in  selecting 
part-time  instructional  faculty  in  your  department? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  FACTOR) 


Not 

imoortant 

Somewhat 

imoortant 

Very 

imoortant 

Extent  of  teaching  experience 

1 

2 

3 

Quality  of  teaching 

1 

2 

3 

Extent  of  research  experience 

1 

2 

3 

Quality  of  research 

1 

2 

3 

Number  of  publications 

1 

2 

3 

Quality  of  publications 

1 

2 

3 

Community  or  professional  service 

I 

2 

3 

Reputation  in  their  professional  field 

1 

2 

3 

Reputation  of  graduate  institution/program 
(i.e.,  where  highest  degree  was  awarded) 

1 

2 

3 

Highest  degree 

1 

2 

3 

Academic  record 

1 

2 

3 

Affirmative  Action  or  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  (EEO)  considerations 

1 

2 

3 

Candidate's  ability  to  obtain 
outside  funding 

1 

2 

3 

Related  job  experience 

1 

2 

3 

Salary  requirements 

1 

2 

3 

Programmatic  needs 

1 

2 

3 

"Fit"  with  this  department  or  institution 

1 

2 

3 

"Fit"  with  student  body 

1 

2 

3 

Other  important  factors  in  hiring 
part-time  instructional  faculty* 
(PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW) 
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PART-TIME  INSTRUCTIOHAL  FACULTY  (continued) 


28.  In  practice,  at  what  level  is  each  of  the  following  decisions  most  often  made? 
(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  HUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


IFVFl  AT  WHICH  DECISION  IS  MADE  MOST  OFTEN: 


Department 
chair  or 
faculty 

College/school 
(within  larger 
institution) 

Institution 

Other* 

Does 

not 

aooljv 

a« 

Selection  of  a given 
Individual  for  a part-time 
instructional  faculty 
position 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

b. 

Decision  to  grant  a 
promotion  in  rank  to  a 
part-time  instructional 
faculty  member 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

c. 

Decision  to  give  a merit 
raise  to  a part-time 
instructional  faculty 
member 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

*PLEASE  SPECIFY  "OTHER”  RESPOHSES: 


2S.  Are  any  of  your  department's  part-time  instructional  faculty  legally  represented  by 
union  (or  other  association)  for  purposes  of  collective  bargaining? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  AND  SPECIFY  PERCEffT,  IF  APPLICABLE) 


Yes 1 

WHAT  PERCENT?  % 

No 2 
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PART-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 


30.  Generally  speaking,  how  important  is  each  of  the  following  factors  in  decisions 
about  retaining  part-time  instructional  faculty  in  your  department? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  OHE  HUMBER  FOR  EACH  FACTOR) 


Not 

imoortant 

Somewhat 

imoortant 

Very 

imoortant 

Quality  of  teaching 

1 

2 

3 

Quality  of  research 

1 

2 

3 

Number  of  publications 

1 

2 

3 

Quality  of  publications 

1 

2 

3 

Institutional  activities  or  service 

1 

2 

3 

Community  or  professional  service 

1 

2 

3 

Reputation  in  their  professional  field 

1 

2 

3 

Reputation  of  graduate  institution/program 
(i.e.,  where  highest  degree  was  awarded) 

1 

2 

3 

Highest  degree 

1 

2 

3 

Affirmative  Action  or  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  (EEO)  considerations 

1 

2 

3 

Programmatic  needs 

1 

2 

3 

"Fit"  with  this  department  or  institution 

1 

2 

3 

"Fit"  with  student  body 

1 

2 

3 

Other  important  factors  in  retaining 
part-time  instructional  faculty 
(PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW) 
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PART-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 

31.  Listed  below  are  some  ways  that  departments  may  use  discretionary  funds  for  the 
professional  development  of  faculty  members.  Please  indicate  which  are  available 
to  any  of  your  department's  part-time  instructional  faculty. 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 


Tuition  remission  (to  faculty  themselves)  . . 1 


Professional  association  memberships  2 

Registration  fees,  etc.  for  workshops, 
conferences,  etc 3 

Professional  travel  4 

Sabbatical  leave  ,.5 

Training  to  improve  research  skills  6 

Training  to  improve  teaching  skills  7 

Paid  leave  to  gain  work  experience  ......  8 

Retraining  for  fields  in  higher  demand  ....  9 

None  of  the  above . 0 


32.  In  which  of  the  following  ways,  if  any,  is  the  teaching  performance  of  part-time 
faculty  assessed  in  your  department? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 


Evaluations  by  students  1 

Student  test  scores .2 

Student  placement  or  honors  3 

Other  measures  of  student  performance 4 . 

Department/division  chair  evaluations 5 

Dean  evaluations  6 

Peer  evaluations  7 

Self  evaluations  8 

Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW)  ....  9 


Teaching  performance  ngi  assessed 

for  part-time  faculty  0 


THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  YOUR  PARTICIPATION 


Please  return  this  completed  questionnaire  in  the  enclosed  franked  envelope  to: 


National  Survey  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
SRI  International 
P.O.  Box  2124 

Menlo  Park,  CA  94025-2124 
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1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
Methodology  Report 


Appendix  B 


1988  NSOPF  Faculty  Questionnaire 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

OFFICE  OF  THl:  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 
FOR  EDUCATIONAL  RESEARCH  AND  IMPROVEMENT 


CENTER  FOR  EDUCATION  STATISTICS 
April  1988 


Dear  Faculty  Member: 

There  is  very  little  current  and  comprehensive  information  about  higher  education 
faculty  in  this  country.  For  this  reason,  the  Center  for  Education  Statistics  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Education  is  conducting  a national  survey  of  faculty  in  American 
colleges  and  universities.  This  study,  which  is  cosponsored  by  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Humanities,  is  designed  to  provide  reliable  and  current  data  for  higher- 
education  researchers,  as  well  as  planners  and  policymakers  at  all  levels  (institu- 
tional and  governmental).  The  Center  has  contracted  with  SRI  International  (formerly 
Stanford  Research  Institute)  and  the  Center  for  the  Study  of  Higher  Education  at  Penn 
State  University  to  conduct  the  study. 

This  National  Survey  of  Postsecondarv  Faculty  (NSOPF)  is  the  most  comprehensive  study 
of  faculty  in  postsecondary  educational  institutions  ever  undertaken.  It  will  provide 
national  profiles  of  faculty  members  regarding  their  backgrounds,  responsibilities, 
career  and  retirement  plans,  compensation,  benefits,  and  attitudes  about  their  jobs 
and  various  academic  issues.  Additionally,  information  on  institutional  and  depart- 
mental characteristics,  policies,  and  practices  that  affect  faculty  will  be  collected 
from  institutional  spokespersons  and  chairpersons  of  selected  departments  (or  compar- 
able academic  units) . 

You  and  several  of  your  colleagues  at  your  institution  are  part  of  a randomly  drawn 
national  sample  of  instructional  faculty  who  are  being  asked  to  contribute  to  this 
study.  While  your  participation  is  voluntary,  it  is  particularly  important  because 
this  survey  will  establish  a baseline  for  any  future  profiles  of  faculty. 

Individual  responses  and  all  information  which  would  permit  identification  of  indi- 
viduals will  be  kept  strictly  confidential,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Family  Educational  Rights  and  Privacy  Acts  of  1976.  Responses  will  be  used  only  in 
statistical  summaries  and  will  not  be  disclosed  to  any  group  or  individual . 

Please  complete  this  questionnaire  as  soon  as  possible  and  return  it  directly  to  SRI 
in  the  enclosed  business-reply  envelope.  When  the  study  is  completed,  the  Center  will 
provide  your  institution  with  a summary  report  of  the  findings.  Study  reports  and 
data  tapes  also  will  be  available  upon  request  to  researchers  who  wish  to  explore  the 
study  issues  further.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  concerning  this  study, 
please  telephone  Dr.  Susan  Russell,  Project  Director,  of  SRI  International 
(415-859-4164). 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  cooperation. 


Sincerely, 


Emerson  J.  Elliott,  Director 


OHB  Clearance  # 1850-0B08 
Expiration  Date:  7/89 


NATIONAL  SURVEY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY 
Faculty  Questionnaire 


PLEASE  NOTE; 

Many  of  our  questions  ask  about  your  activities  during  the  1987  Fall  Term. 

By  this,  we  mean  whatever  academic  term  was  in  progress  on  October  15,  1987. 

All  questions  that  ask  about  your  current  position  or  institution  refer  to 
your  position  during  the  1987  Fall  Term  at  the  institution  to  which  this 
questionnaire  was  addressed. 

This  questionnaire  was  designed  to  be  completed  by  both  full-  and  part-time 
instructional  faculty  in  2-  and  4-year  postsecondary  institutions  of  all 
kinds.  Because  this  is  such  a diverse  group,  some  of  the  questions  may  not 
be  worded  quite  appropriately  for  your  situation,  k/e  would  appreci ate  your 
tolerance  of  these  difficulties. 


1.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  did  you  have  any  instructional  duties  at  this 
institution  (e.g.,  teaching  one  or  more  courses,  advising  or  supervising 
students'  academic  activities)? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

Yes 1 

No 

IF  NO.  PLEASE  STOP  HERE  AND  RETURN  THIS 
PACKET  TO  SRI  IN  THE  ENCLOSED  FRANKED  ENVELOPE. 


2.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  were  at  least  some  of  your  instructional  duties 
related  to  for-credit  courses,  or  were  all  of  your  instructional  duties 
related  to  noncredit  courses? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 


At  least  some  of  my  instructional  duties 
were  related  to  for-credit  courses  . . . . 1 

All  of  my  instructional  duties  were 
related  to  noncredit  courses  2 

IF  ALL  NONCREDIT.  PLEASE  STOP  HERE  AND  RETURN 
THIS  PACKET  TO  SRI  IN  THE  ENCLOSED  FRANKED  ENVELOPE. 


3.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  were  you  on  sabbatical  from  another  institution? 


O 

ERIC 


Yes 1 

No 2 
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A.  NATURE  OF  EMPLOYMENT 


4.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  did  this  institution  consider  you  to  be  employed 
here  full-time  or  part-time? 


Full-time  1 

Part-time  2 


5.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  were  you  employed  only  at  this  institution,  or  did 
you  also  have  other  employment?  Please  include  outside  consulting  or  other 
self -owned  business. 

Employed  only  at  this  institution 1 — > SKIP  TO  Q.7 

Also  had  other  employment  or  consulting  . . 2 


6.  Other  than  this  institution,  in  which  of  the  following  ways  were  you  employed 
during  the  1987  Fall  Term? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  "FULL-TIME"  OR. "PART-TIME"  FOR  ALL  SECTORS  THAT  APPLY) 


TYPE  OF  EMPLOYMENT 

Emolovment  sector 

Full-time 
f35+  hours/week) 

Part-time 
f<35  hours/weekl 

Consulting,  freelance  work,  or  self-owned 
business  in  area  directly  related  to  my 
field  at  this  institution 

1 

2 

Consulting,  freelance  work,  or  selfrowned 
business  in  area  largely  unrelated  to  my 
field  at  this  institution 

1 

2 

On  staff  of  another  postsecondary  educational 
institution 

1 

2 

On  staff  of  an  elementary  or  secondary  school 

1 

2 

On  staff  of  a hospital  or  other  health  care/ 
clinical  setting 

1 

2 

On  staff  of  a foundation  or  other  nonprofit 
organization 

1 

2 

On  staff  of  a for-profit  business  or  industry 
in  the  private  sector 

1 

2 

On  staff  of  the  federal  government  (including 
military) 

1 

2 

On  staff  of  a state  or  local  government 

1 

2 

Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW:) 

1 

2 
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7.  Were  you  chairperson  of  a department  or  division  at  this  institution  during  the 
1987  Fall  Term? 

Yes 1 

No 2 


8.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  were  you  on  sabbatical  from  this  institution? 


Yes  ....  . 1 

No 2 


9.  What  was  your  tenure  status  at  this  institution  during  the  1987  Fall  Term? 

Not  applicable:  no  tenure  system 
at  this  institution 1 

Not  applicable:  no  tenure  system 
for  my  faculty  status  . 2 

Not  on  tenure  track 3 

On  tenure  track  but  not  tenured  . . 4 

Tenured  5 

10.  In  what  year  did  you  achieve  tenure  at  this  institution? 

(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE  IF  NOT  SURE) 


^ SKIP  TO  Q.ll 


PLEASE  SKIP  TO  QUESTION  12 


19. 


11.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  what  was  the  duration  of  your  contract  or  appointment 
at  this  institution? 


One  academic  term 1 

One  academic/calendar  year  2 

Two  or  more  academic/calendar  years  . 3 
Unspecified  duration  ........  4 

Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW)  ....  5 
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“llHllg°thri9e7’F™l"Te™?‘  r>nk  >t  this  institution 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

Not  applicable:  no  ranks  designated 

at  this  institution  . . . . . . . . o — > SKIP  TO  Q.14 

Oistinguished/Named  Professor  ...  1 

Professor  .....  2 

Associate  Professor  ...  3 

Assistant  Professor  4 

Instructor  5 

Lecturer  g 

Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW)  7 


13.  In  what  year  did  you  first  achieve  this  rank? 
(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE  IF  NOT  SURE) 


19. 


14. 


(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 


Acting  j 

Affiliate  or  adjunct  2 

Visiting  3 

Assigned  by  religious  order  ....  4 

No,  none  of  the  above  ...  0 


15. 


Have  you  ever  achieved  tenure  at  another  institution? 

tenurc  first  achieved,  if 


Yes 
No  . 


(YEAR  FIRST  ACHIEVED:  \l9 ) 

...........  2 
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16.  What  is  vour  principal  field  or  discipline  of  teaching? 

(PLEASE  REFER  TO  THE  LIST  OF  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  OH  PAGES  24-25  AHD  EHTER  THE 
APPROPRIATE  CODE  NUMBER! S)  BELOW) 


Field  code  of  my  discipline: 


17.  Are  any  faculty  at  this  institution  legally  represented  by  a union  (or  other 
association)  for  purposes  of  collective  bargaining? 


Yes  . 1 

■ No  . 2 ) 

> SKIP  TO  Q.19 
Don't  know  ....  9 ) 


18.  Are  you  a member  of  the  union  (or  other  bargaining  association)  that  represents 
faculty  at  this  institution? 


Yes  . 1 

No 2 


B.  JOB  SATISFACTION  ISSUES 

19.  How  satisfied  or  dissatisfied  do  you  personally  feel  about  each  of  the  following 
aspects  of  vour  job  at  this  institution?  . 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EMU  ITEM) 

DISSATISFIED  SATISFIED  not 


Very  Somewhat  Somewhat  Very  apply 


My  work  load 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

My  job  security 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

The  authority  I have  to  make 
decisions  about  what  courses  I teach 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

The  authority  I have  to  make 
decisions  about  content  and 
methods  in  the  courses  I teach 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

The  authority  I have  to  make 
decisions  about  other  (noninstruc- 
tional)  aspects  of  my  job 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

The  mix  of  teaching,  research, 
administration,  and  service  (as 
applicable)  that  I am  required  to  do 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

(continued) 


ERIC 
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DISSATISFIFD 

SATISFIED 

Does  not 
aoDlv 

Very 

Somewhat 

Somewhat 

Very 

Opportunity  for  my  advancement 
in  rank  at  this  institution 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Time  available  for  working  with 
students  as  an  advisor,  mentor,  etc. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Availability  of  support  services  and 
equipment  (including  clerical 
support,  personal  computers,  etc.) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Freedom  to  do  outside  consulting 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

My  salary 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

My  benefits,  generally 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Overall  reputation  of  the  institution 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Institutional  mission  or  philosophy 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Quality  of  leadership  in  my 
department/program 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

• Quality  of  chief  administrative 
1 officers  at  this  campus 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

} Quality  of  my  colleagues  in  my 
department/program 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Quality  of  faculty  leadership  (e.g.. 
Academic  Senate,  Faculty  Council) 
at  this  institution 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Quality  of  union  leadership  at  this 
institution 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Relationship  between  administration 
and  faculty  at  this  institution 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Interdepartmental  cooperation 
at  this  institution 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Spirit  of  cooperation  among 
faculty  at  this  institution 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Quality  of  my  research  facilities 
and  support 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Quality  of  undergraduate  students 
whom  I have  taught  here 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

(continued) 


Satisfaction  with  vour  iob  at  this  institution:  (continued) 

niSSATISFIED  SATISFIED 


Very  Somewhat  Somewhat  Very  apply 


Quality  of  graduate  students 
whom  I have  taught  here 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

0 1 

Teaching  assistance  that  I receive 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Research  assistance  that  I receive 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 ! 

1 

Spouse  employment  opportunities 
in  this  geographic  area 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

My  job  here,  overall 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Durino  the  next  three  years,  how  likely  is 

it  that  you 

will  leave 

this 

job  to  do 

the  following? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


Not  at  all  Somewhat  Very 
1 ikely  1 ikely  likely 


Retire 

1 

2 

3 

Seek  or  accept  a (different)  part-time  job 

1 

2 

3 

Seek  or  accept  a (different)  full-time  job 

1 

2 

3 

21.  1£  you  were  to  leave  this  job  to  accept  another  position,  would  you  want  to  do 

more,  less,  or  about  the  same  amount  of  each  of  the  following  as  you  currently  do? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


T wnuin  WANT  TO  DO: 


More  Same  amount  of  Less 
of  this  this  as  I do  now  of  this 


Research 

1 

2 

3 

Teaching 

1 

2 

3 

Advising  students 

1 

2 

3 

Service  activities 

1 

2 

3 

Administration 

1 

2 

3 

O 
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22.  IE.  you  were  to  leave  this  job  to  accept  another  position,  how  important  would 
each  of  the  following  be  in  your  decision  to  accept  another  position? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


Not 

imoortant 

Somewhat 

imoortant 

Very 

imoortant 

Salary  level 

1 

2 

3 

Tenure-track/tenured  position 

1 

2 

3 

Job  security 

1 

2 

3 

Opportunities  for  advancement 

1 

2 

3 

Benefits 

1 

2 

3 

No  pressure  to  publish 

1 

2 

3 

Good  research  facilities  and  equipment 

1 

2 

3 

Good  instructional  facilities  and  equipment 

1 

2 

3 

Excellent  students 

1 

2 

3 

Excellent  colleagues 

1 

2 

3 

Institutional  mission  or  philosophy  that 
is  compatible  with  my  own  views 

1 

2 

3 

Good  job  for  my  spouse 

1 

2 

3 

Good  geographic  location 

1 

2 

3 

Good  housing 

1 

2 

3 

Good  environment/schools  for  my  children 

1 

2 

3 

A full-time  position 

1 

2 

3 

A part-time  position 

1 

2 

3 
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23. 


IF  you  were  to  leave  your  current  position,  how  likely  is  it  that  you  would  do 
so  to: 


(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 

Not  at  all  Somewhat  Very 
likely  likely  likely 


a.  Return  to  school  as  a student 

1 

2 

3 

b.  Accept  employment  in: 

doctoral  granting  university  or  college 

1 

2 

3 

other  4-year  university  or  college 

1 

2 

3 

2-year  postsecondary  institution 

1 

2 

3 

less  than  2-year  postsecondary  institution 

1 

2 

3 

elementary  or  secondary  school 

1 

2 

3 

hospital  or  other  health  care  organization 

1 

2 

3 

consulting,  self-owned  business,  freelancing 

1 

2 

3 

foundation  or  other  nonprofit  organization 

1 

2 

3 

private  sector  for-profit  business  or  industry 

1 

2 

3 

federal  government  (including  military) 

1 

2 

3 

state  or  local  government 

1 

2 

3 

24. 


At  what  age  do  you 
institution? 

think  you 

are  most  likely  to 

stop  teaching  at  a postsecondary 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE 

NUMBER) 

\ 

Under  40  . . . 

. 1 

40  - 44 

. 2 

45  - 49 

.3 

50  - 54 

.4 

55  - 59 

. 5 

60  - 64 

. 6 

65  - 69 

# • • 

. 7 

70  or  older  . 

. 8 

Have  no 

idea  . 

. 9 
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25.  At  what  age  do  you  think  you  are  most  likely  to  retire  from  paid  employment? 
(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 


Under  50  . . . 

. 1 

50-54  ... 

. 2 

55-59  ... 

. 3 

60-64  ... 

. 4 

65-69  ... 

. 5 

70  or  older  . 

. 6 

Have  no  idea  . 

. 9 

C.  ACADEHIC/PROFESSIONAL  BACK6RQUWD 


26.  Please  list  below  each  colleoiate  and  graduate  degree  that  you  hold,  the  name 
and  location  of  the  institution  from  which  you  received  it,  the  year  you 
received  it,  and  the  Field  Code  (from  pages  24-25)  that  applies. 

Please  do  not  list  honorary  degrees. 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  ALL  COLUMNS  FOR  EACH  DEGREE) 


Codes  for  type  of  degree ! 

1 Certificate,  diploma,  or  degree  for  completion  of  undergraduate 
program  of  at  least  1 year  but  less  than  2 years  in  length 

2 Associate's  degree  or  equivalent 

3 Certificate,  diploma,  or  degree  for  completion  of  undergraduate 
program  of  more  than  2 years  but  less  than  4 years  in  length 

4 Bachelor's  degree  or  equivalent 

5 Graduate  work  not  resulting  in  a degree 

6 Master's  degree  or  equivalent 

7 Doctoral  degree  (Ph.D.,  Ed.D.,  etc.) 

8 Professional  degree  (M.D.,  D.D.S.,  L.L.B.,  etc.) 


Degree  Year  Field  Name  of  City  and  state/country 

-gods  received  code  institution of  institution 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 
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27.  Which  of  the  following  undergraduate  academic  honors  or  awards,  if  any,  did  you 
receive? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 


National  academic  honor  society,  such  as 
Phi  Beta  Kappa,  Tau  Beta  Pi , or  other 
field-specific  national  honor  society  l 

Cum  laude  or  honors  ^ 

Magna  cum  laude  or  high  honors  ^ 

Suirana  cum  laude  or  highest  honors  ^ 

Other  undergraduate  academic  achievement  award  . . 5 

None  of  the  above . . 0 


28.  When  you  were  in  graduate  school . which  of  the  following,  if  any,  did  you  receive? 
(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 

Doesn't  apply:  did  not  attend  graduate  school  . . 0 

Teaching  assistantship  1 

Research  assistantship  2 

Program  or  residence  hall  assistantship  3 

Fellowship  ^ 

Scholarship  or  traineeship  5 

Grant ® 

G.I.  Bill  or  other  veterans'  financial  aid  ....  7 

Loan 8 

None  of  the  above ® 
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29.  For  each  of  the  jobs  that  you  have  held  since  graduating  from  college,  please 
indicate  in  the  table  below  the  years  that  you  began  and  left  the  job,  the 
employment  sector,  your  primary  responsibility,  and  whether  you  were  employed 
full-or  part-time. 


■ Please  begin  with  your  current  job,  and  work  backward. 

■ Do  not  list  promotions  in  rank  at  your  current  job(s)  as  different  jobs. 

■ Do  nsl  include  temporary  positions  or  work  as  a graduate  assistant. 

■ Please  list  each  lob  (other  than  promotions  in  rank)  separately! 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  ALL  COLUMNS  FOR  EACH  POSITION;  SPECIFY  EMPLOYMENT  SECTOR  AND 
PRIMARY  RESPONSIBILITY  CODES  FROM  THE  LISTS  ON  THE  FACING  PAGE) 


CURRENT 

JOB: 


Years 

iob  held 

Employment 

sector 

From 

To 

(ENTER  CODE) 

19 

present 

19 

19 

19 19. 

19 19 


19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

Primary 

responsibility  Full-time  Part-time 
(ENTER  CODE)  , (CIRCLE  ONE) 

1 2 

' 1 2 

" 1 2 

1 2 

- 1 2 

1 2 

1 , 2 

^ ...  1 2 

■ ■ 1 . 2 . 

^ 1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

- ' 1 2 

1 2 

- 1 2 
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01 


02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 


09 


10 

11 

12 

13 

14 


CODES  FOR  QUESTION  29 


Empl ovment  sector  codes 


Primary  responsibility  codes 


Graduate*! evel  institution  that  is  not 
part  of  a 4-year*  school  (e»g.,  independent 
law  school ) 


1 Teaching 

2 Administration 


Doctoral  granting  university  or  college 

Other  4-year  college  or  university 

2-year  postsecondary  institution 

Less-than-2-year  postsecondary  institution 

Elementary  or  secondary  school 

Hospital  or  other  health  care  or 
clinical  setting 

Consulting,  freelance  work,  or 
self-owned  business  in  area  directly 
related  to  my  field  at  this  institution 

Consulting,  freelance  work,  or 
self-owned  business  in  area  largely 
unrelated  to  my  field  at  this  institution 

Foundation  or  other  nonprofit  organisation 

For-profit  business  or  industry  in  the  private 
sector 


3 Technical  or  research 

4 Community/public  service 

5 Clinical  services 

6 Other 


Federal  government,  including  military 
State  or  local  government 
Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW) 


IF  YOU  HAD  MORE  THAN  ONE  JOB  IN  THE  "OTHER"  CATEGORY,  PLEASE  LIST  SEPARATELY  AND 
CODE  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS  AS  "14a,"  "14b,"  ETC.,  IN  Q. 30. 

(a) 


(b) 


(c) 


(d) 
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30.  About  how  many  of  each  of  the  following  have  you  presented/pub1 i shed/etc.  during 
your  entire  career  and  just  during  the  last  2 years?  For  publications,  please 
include  works  that  have  been  accepted  for  publication. 

(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATES  IF  NOT  SURE;  IF  NONE,  CIRCLE  "0") 

0 No  presentations/publications/etc. 


Articles  or  creative  works  published  in  refereed 
professional  or  trade  journals 

Articles  or  creative  works  published  in  nonrefereed 
professional  or  trade  journals 

Articles  or  creative  works  published  in  juried 
popular  media 

Articles  or  creative  works  published  in  nonjuried 
popular  media  or  in-house  newsletters 

Published  reviews  of  books,  articles,  or  creative  works 

Chapters  in  edited  volumes 

Textbooks 

Other  books 

Monographs 

Research  or  technical  reports  disseminated 
internally  or  to  clients 

Presentations  at  conferences,  workshops,  etc. 

Exhibitions  or  performances  in  the  fine  or  applied  arts 

Patents  or  copyrights  (excluding  thesis  or  dissertation) 

Computer  software  products 


Number 
in  past 
2 years 


Total  during 
career 


D.  INSTITUTIONAL  RESPONSIBILITIES  AND  WORKLOAD 


31.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  how  many  graduate  or  undergraduate  dissertations  or 
theses,  comprehensive  exams,  or  orals  committees  did  you  chair  or  serve  on  at 
this  institution?  (PLEASE  ENTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  ENTER  "0") 

Number  served  on  Number 
but  did  not  chair  chaired 

Thesis  or  dissertation  committees 


Comprehensive  exams  or  orals  committees  (other 
than  as  part  of  thesis/dissertation  commHtees) 
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32.  For  each  for-credit  class  or  section  that  you  taught  at  this  institution  during  the 
1987  Fan  Term,  please  indicate  below  the  number  of  hours  per  week  that  the  class 
met;  if  the  class  was  team  taught,  please  indicate  the  average  number  of  hours  per 
week  that  you  personally  taught  it.  Next,  please  indicate  the  number  and  primary 
level  of  students  enrolled;  the  class'  primary  setting;  and  the  number  of  teaching 
assistants  (TA's),  readers,  etc.,  who  assisted  you  with  the  class. 

Please  do  not,  include  noncredit  courses  that  you  taught.  Also,  please  do  pot 
include  individualized  instruction,  such  as  independent  study  or  individual 
(one-on-one)  performance  classes. 

If  you  taught  multiple  sections  of  the  same  course,  please  count  them  as  separate 
classes,  but  do  pot  include  the  lab  section  of  a course  as  a separate  class. 

Codes  for  Primary  setting; 

1 Lecture 

2 Seminar,  discussion  group 

3 Lab,  clinic 

4 Fieldwork,  field  trips 

5 Role  playing,  simulation,  or  other 
performance  (e.g.,  art,  music, 
drama) 

6 TV,  radio,  or  other  distance  media 

7 Any  combination  of  the  above 

8 Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW): 

(a)  ^ ^ 

(b)  

(c) . ^ 


Number  of  I£  TEAM  TAUGHT:  Number  of  Primary  Number 

hours  per  week  Avg.  # hours  per  week  students  level  of  Primary  of  TA's 

the  class  met  you  taught  the  class  enrolled . students  setting  readers,  etc. 

(ENTER  CODE)  (ENTER  CODE) 


Codes  for  primary  level  of  students; 

1 Lower  division  students  (first  or 
second  year)  in  program  leading  to 
associate  or  bachelor's  degree 

2 Upper  division  students  (juniors  or 
seniors)  in  program  leading  to 
bachelor's  degree 

3 Graduate  students  (post-baccalaureate)- 

4 Students  in  program  leading  to  certi- 
ficate or  award  other  than  associate, 
bachelor's,  or  graduate  degree 

5 All  other  students 

6 Any  combination  of  the  above 
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For  each  type  of  student  listed  below,  please  indicate  how  many  at  this  institution 
received  individualized  instruction  from  you  during  the  1987  Fall  Term.  Also 
indicate  the  total  number  of  contact  hours  per  week  that  you  spent  providing 
individualized  instruction  to  each  group. 

(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATES  IF  NOT  SURE;  IF  NONE,  CIRCLE  "0”) 

Provided  no  individualized  instruction  ....  0 

INDIVIDUALI2FD  INSTRUCTTON 
Number  of  Total  contact  hours 

Types  of  students  at  this  institution students  per  week 

Lower  division  students  (first  or  second  year)  in 

program  leading  to  associate  or  bachelor's  degree  

Upper  division  students  (juniors,  seniors)  in 

program  leading  to  bachelor's  degree  


Graduate  students  (post-baccalaureate) 


Students  in  program  leading  to  certificate/award 
other  than  associate/bachelor's/graduate  degree 


All  other  students 


34.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  were  you  a principal  investigator  or  project  director 
on  any  grants  or  contracts  at  this  institution,  including  service  contracts  or 
internal  awards? 


35. 


Yes 

No 


1 


2 — > SKIP  TO  Q.36 


For  the  grants  and  contracts  for  which  you  were  a principal  investigator  (PI) 
during  the  1987  Fall  Term,  please  indicate  below,  by  source,  how  many  you  had 
and  their  total  dollar  amount  for  the  1987-88  academic  year. 

If  you  were/are  a principal  investigator  on  a multiple-investigator  project, 
please  divide  the  total  dollar  amount  by  the  number  of  Pis  on  the  project. 
(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE  FOR  EACH  SOURCE;  IF  NONE,  ENTER  "0”) 


Source  of  funding 

Federal  government 


State  or  local  government 
Foundation  or  other  nonprofit 


For-profit  business  or  industry 
in  the  private  sector 


Number  of 
qrants/contracts 


Total  funding  for  the 
1987-88  academic  year 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
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This  institution 

Other  source  (PLEASE  SPECIFY) 


36.  On  the  average,  how  many  hours  per  week  did  you  spend  at  each  of  the  following  kinds 
of  work  during  the  1987  Fall  Term? 

(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATES  IF  NOT  SURE) 

Average  number  hours  per  week 
during  the  1987  Fall  Term 

All  activities  at  this  institution  (teaching,  research, 
administration,  etc.)  

Any  other  paid  activities  (e.g,.  consulting,  working 

on  other  jobs)  

Unpaid  (pro  bono)  professional  service  activities  


37.  Please  estimate  the  percentage  of  your  total  working  hours  p-®-»  the  categories 
listed  in  Question  36)  that  you  spent  on  each  of  the  following  activities  during 
the  1987  Fall  Term.  (PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATES  IF  NOT  SURE;  IF  NONE,  ENTER  "O'') 

Note:  The  percentages  you  provide  should  sum  to  100%  of 

the  total  time  you  spent  on  professional  activities.  Percent 

Working  with  student  organizations  or  intramural  athletics  

Teaching,  advising,  or  supervising  students  (other  than  those 

activities  covered  in  the  above  category)  

Grading  papers,  preparing  courses,  developing  new  curricula,  etc.  

Administrative  activities  (including  paperwork;  staff  supervision; 

serving  on  in-house  committees,  such  as  the  academic  senate;  etc.)  

Research;  scholarship;  preparing  or  reviewing  articles  or  books; 

attending  or  preparing  for  professional  meetings  or  conferences;  etc.  

Giving  performances  or  exhibitions  in  the  fine  or  applied  arts, 

or  speeches  

Seeking  outside  funding  (including  proposal  writing)  

Taking  courses,  pursuing  an  advanced  degree  

Other  professional  development  activities,  such  as  practice  or  other 
activities  to  remain  current  in  your  field  

Providing  legal  or  medical  services  or  psychological  counseling  to 

clients  or  patients  

Outside  consulting  or  freelance  work,  working  at  self-owned  business  

Paid  or  unpaid  community  or  public  service  (civic,  religious,  etc.)  

Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY:)  


Ne  know  that  this  is  tedious,  but  please  be  sure  that  the  above  adds  to  100% 
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E . BENEFITS  AND  PROFESSIOHAL  DEVELOPHEKT  ACTIVITIES 

38.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  were  the  following  employee  benefits  available  to  you 
at  this  institution? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  BENEFIT) 

AVAILABLE  TO  MF 


Yes 

No 

Don't  know 

Free  or  subsidized  wellness  or  health  promotion  program 
(e.g.,  fitness  or  smoking  cessation  program) 

1 

2 

9 

Paid  maternity  leave 

1 

2 

9 

Paid  paternity  leave 

1 

2 

9 

Subsidized  medical  insurance  or  medical  care 

1 

2 

9 

Subsidized  dental  insurance  or  dental  care 

1 

2 

9 

Subsidized  disability  insurance 

1 

2 

9 

Subsidized  life  insurance 

1 

2 

9 

Retirement  plan  to  which  institution  makes  contributions 

1 

2 

9 

Retirement  plan  to  which  you  make  contributions  but  the 
institution  does  not. 

1 

2 

9 

Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  other  institutions 
for  spouse 

1 

2 

9 

Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  other  institutions 

for  children 

1 

2 

9 

Subsidized  child  care 

1 

2 

9 

Subsidized  housing/mortgage 

1 

2 

9 
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39.  Listed  below  are  some  ways  that  institutions  and  departments  may  use  internal  funds 
for  the  professional  development  of  faculty  members. 

■ If  a professional  development  activity  was  not  available  to  you  during  the  1987 
Fall  Term,  please  circle  the  "Not  Available"  code 

■ If  an  activity  was  available  to  you  at  this  institution  during  the  1987  Fall 
Term,  please  indicate  how  adequate  to  vour  needs  the  funds  available  for  that 
purpose  were. 

■ If  you  do  not  know  whether  an  activity  was  available  to  you,  please  circle  the 
"Don't  Know"  code. 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


Institutional  or 
departmental 
fundi  no  for: 

NOT 

available 
to  me 

AVAILABLE  TO  ME: 
INADEQUATE  ADEQUATE 

Don't  know 
if  this  was 
avail  able 

Very 

Somewhat 

Somewhat 

Very 

Tuition  remission  at  this  or 

other  institutions 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

Professional  association 
memberships 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

Registration  fees,  etc.,  for 
workshops,  conferences,  etc. 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

Professional  travel 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

Training  to  improve 

research  skills 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

Training  to  improve 

teaching  skills 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

Retraining  for  fields 

in  higher  demand 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

Computer  equipment 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

19  of  25 


goi 


G.  COMPENSATION 

Hote:  Your  responses  on  these  and  all  other  items  in  this  questionnaire  are 

STRICTLY  CONFIDENTIAL,  will  be  used  only  in  statistical  summaries,  and  will  not 
be  disclosed  to  your  institution  or  to  any  individual  or  group.  Furthermore, 
all  information  that  would  permit  identification  of  individuals  or  institutions 
Will  be  suppressed  from  the  survey  files. 

40.  f^pr  the  calendar  year  1987.  please  estimate  your  gross  earnings  before  taxes 
iProm  each  of  the  sources  listed  below. 

Please  do  not  record  any  earnings  in  more  than  one  category. 

(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATES  IF  NOT  SURE;  IF  NONE.  ENTER  "0") 

Income  from  this  institution; 

Basic  salary  $ 

Other  teaching  at  this  institution  not  included 

in  basic  salary  (e.g.,  for  summer  session)  

Supplements  not  included  in  basic  salary  (for 

administration,  research,  coaching  sports,  etc.)  

Non-monetary  compensation  (e.g.,  food,  housing,  car) 

(Please  give  approximate  value)  

Any  other  income  from  this  institution  

Income  from  other  sources; 


Employment  at  another  academic  institution 

Legal  or  medical  services  or  psychological  counseling 

Outside  consulting,  consulting  business,  or 
freelance  work 

Self-owned  business  (other  than  consulting) 
Professional  performances  or  exhibitions 
Speaking  fees,  honoraria 
Royalties  or  commissions 
Any  other  employment 

Non-monetary  compensation  (e.g.,  food,  housing,  car) 
.(Please  give  approximate  value) 

Other  sources  of  earned  income  (PLEASE  SPECIFY:) 
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e.  S0CI0DEM06RAPHIC  CHARACTERTSTTCS 


41.  Your  gender: 

Male . 1 

Female .2 


42.  In  what  year  were  you  born? 


19 


43.  Are  you  of  Hispanic  descent--for  example,  Mexican,  Mexican-American,  Chicano, 
Cuban,  Puerto  Rican,  etc.? 


Yes 1 

No  . 2 


44.  What  is  your  race?  (PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

American  Indian,  Aleut,  Eskimo  . . . 1 

Asian  or  Pacific  Islander  (Japanese, 
Chinese,  Filipino,  Asian  Indian, 
Korean,  Vietnamese,  Hawaiian, 
Guamanian,  Sampan,  other  Asian)  . . 2 

Black 3 

White 4 

Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW)  ....  5 


45.  What  is  your  current  marital  status?  (PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 


Single,  never  married  l 

Married  2 

Separated 3 

Divorced  4 

Widowed  5 

46.  Of  what  country  are  you  currently  a citizen? 

USA 1 


Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW)  . . 2 
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47.  What  is  the  highest  level  of  formal  education  completed  by  your  mother,  your 


father,  and  your  spouse?  (PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  PERSON) 

Mother  Father  Soouse 

Don't  know/not  applicable 

0 

0 

0 

Less  than  high  school 

1 

1 

1 

High  school  diploma 

2 

2 

,2 

Some  college 

3 

3 

3 

Associate  degree 

4 

4 

4 

Bachelor's  degree 

5 

5 

5 

Master's  degree 

6 

6 

6 

Doctorate  or  professional  degree 
(e.g.,  PhD,  MD,  DVM,  JD/LLB) 

7 

7 

7 , 

Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW) 

8 

8 

8 

H.  ACADEMIC  INTERESTS  AND  VALUES 

48.  Please  indicate  the  extent  to  which  you  agree  or  disagree  with  each  of  the 
following  statements.  (PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  STATEMENT) 

agree 


Strongly  Somewhat  Somewhat  Strongly 


General  issues: 

It  is  important  for  faculty  to  partici- 
pate in  governing  their  institutions.  1 

2 

3 

4 

Faculty  promotions  should  be  based  at 

least  in  part  on  formal  evaluations 

by  students.  1 

2 

3 

- 4 

The  tenure  system  in  higher  education 
should  be  preserved.  1 

2 

3 

4 

Teaching  effectiveness  should  be  the 

primary  criterion  for  promotion  of 

college  faculty.  1 

2 

3 

4 

Research/publications  should  be  the 

primary  criterion  for  promotion  of 

college  faculty.  1 

2 

3 

‘4 

Faculty  should  be  free  to  present  in 

class  any  idea  they  consider  relevant.  1 

2 

3 

4 

Collective  bargaining  is  likely  to  bring 
overall  higher  salaries  and  improved 
benefits  for  faculty.  1 

2 

3 

4 

O 

ERIC 
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(continued) 


DISAGREE  AGREE 


Stronal V 

Somewhat 

Somewhat 

Stronol V 

Private  consulting  in  areas 
directly  related  to  a faculty 
member's  field  of  research  or 
teaching  should  be  restricted. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

It  is  important  to  encourage 
students  to  consider  a career 
in  higher  education. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Institutional  Issues: 

The  administrative  function  is 
taking  an  increasingly  heavy 
share  of  available  resources 
at  this  institution. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

At  this  institution,  research  is 

Does  not 
aPDlv 

rewarded  more  than  teaching. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Female  faculty  members  are 
treated  fairly  at  this  institution. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Faculty  who  are  members  of  racial  or 
ethnic  minorities  are  treated  fairly 
at  this  institution. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

0 

Please  indicate  your  opinion  regarding  whether  each  of  the  following  has  worsened, 
improved,  or  stayed  the  same  in  recent  years. 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


Stayed  Have 

Worsened  the  same  Improved  no  idea 


The  quality  of  undergraduate  students  in 

higher  education  1 

2 

3 

9 

The  quality  of  graduate  students  in  my  field  1 

2 

3 

9 

The  quality  of  students  who  choose  to  pursue 
academic  careers  in  my  field  1 

2 

.3 

9 

The  opportunities  junior  faculty  have  for 
advancement  in  my  field  1 

2 

3 

9 

The  professional  competence  of  individuals 
entering  my  academic  field  1 

2 

.3 

9 

Respect  for  the  academic  profession,  generally  1 

2 

3 

9 

THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  YOUR  PARTICIPATION 

Please  return  this  completed  questionnaire  in  the  enclosed  franked  envelope  to: 

National  Survey  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
SRI  International,  P.O.  Box  2124,  Menlo  Park,  CA  94025-2124 
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CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES 


AGRICULTURE 

001  Agribusiness  & Agricultural  Production 

002  Agricultural,  Animal,  Food,  & Plant 
Sciences 

003  Renewable  Natural  Resources,  including 
Conservation,  Fishing,  & Forestry 

004  Other  Agriculture 

ARCHHECTURE  & ENVIRONMFNTAI  nr<?TRM 

005  Architecture  & Environmental  Design 

006  City,  Community,  & Regional  Planning 

007  Interior  Design 

008  Land  Use  Management  and  Reclamation 

009  Other  Arch.  & Environmental  Design 

ART 

010  Art  History  and  Appreciation 

011  Crafts 

012  Dance 

013  Design  (other  than  Arch,  or  Interior) 

014  Dramatic  Arts 

015  Film  Arts 

016  Fine  Arts 

017  Music 

018  Music  History  and  Appreciation 

019  Other  Visual  & Performing  Arts 

BUSINESS 

020  Accounting 

021  Banking  & Finance 

022  Business  Administration  & Management 

023  Business  Administrative  Support  (e.g.. 
Bookkeeping,  Office  Management, 
Secretarial ) 

024  Human  Resources  Development 

025  Organizational  Behavior 

026  Marketing  & Distribution 

027  Other  Business 

COMMUNICATIONS 

028  Advertising 

029  Broadcasting  and  Journalism 

030  Communications  Research 

031  Communication  Technologies 

032  Other  Communications 

COMPUTER  SriFNCF 

033  Computer  & Information  Sciences 

034  Computer  Programming 

035  Data  Processing 

036  Systems  Analysis 

037  Other  Computer  Science 


O 


EDUCATION 

038  Education,  General 

039  Basic  Skills 

040  Bilingual/Cross-cultural  education 

041  Curriculum  & Instruction 

042  Education  Administration 

043  Education  Evaluation  and  Research 

044  Educational  Psychology 

045  Special  Education 

046  Student  Counseling  & Personnel  Svcs. 

047  Other  Education 

Teacher  Education 

048  Pre-El ementary 

049  Elementary 

050  Secondary 

051  Adult  & Continuing 

052  Other  General  Teacher  Ed.  Programs 

053  Teacher  Education  in  Specific 
Subjects 

ENGINEERING 

054  Engineering,  General 

055  Civil  Engineering 

056  Electrical,  Electronics,  & 
Communication  Engineering 

057  Mechanical  Engineering 

058  Other  Engineering 

059  Engineering-Related  Technologies 

ENGLISH  AND  LITERATURE 

060  English,  General 

061  Composition  and  Creative  Writing 

062  American  Literature 

063  English  Literature 

064  Linguistics 

065  Speech,  Debate,  & Forensics 

066  English  as  a Second  Language 

067  English,  Other 

FOREIGN  LANGUAGES 

068  Chinese  (Mandarin,  Cantonese, 
or  Other  Chinese) 

069  French 

070  German 

071  Italian 

072  Latin 

073  Japanese 

074  Other  Asian 

075  Russian  or  Other  Slavic 

076  Spanish 

077  Other  Foreign  Languages 
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CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES  (continued) 


HEALTH  SCIENCES 

078 

Allied  Health  Technologies  & Services 

110 

079 

Dentistry 

111 

080 

Health  Services  Administration 

112 

081 

Medicine,  including  Psychiatry 

113 

082 

Nursing 

114 

083 

Pharmacy 

115 

084 

Public  Health 

116 

085 

Veterinary  Medicine 

117 

086 

Other  Health  Sciences 

118 

119 

087 

HOME  ECONOMICS 

120 

121 

088 

INDUSTRIAL  ARTS 

089 

LAW 

090 

LIBRARY  & ARCHIVAL  SCIENCES 

122 

123 

NATURAL  SCIENCES 

124 

091 

Life  or  Physical  Sciences,  General 

125 

092 

Astronomy 

093 

Biology 

094 

Botany 

126 

095 

Chemistry 

096 

Geological  Sciences 

127 

097 

Physics 

098 

Physiology 

099 

Zoology 

128 

100 

101 

Other  Natural  Sciences 

129 

MATHEMATICS  & STATISTICS 

130 

102 

MILITARY  STUDIES 

131 

103 

MULTI/INTERDISCIPLINARY  STUDIES 

104 

PARKS  & RECREATION 

132 

133 

105 

PHILOSOPHY.  RELIGION,  & THEOLOGY 

134 

135 

106 

PSYCHOLOGY 

136 

137 

107 

PROTECTIVE  SERVICES  fe.a..  Criminal 
Justice,  Fire  Protection) 

138 

108 

PUBLIC  AFFAIRS  le.a..  Communitv 
Services,  Public  Administration, 
Public  Works,  Social  Work) 

139 

140 

109 

SCIENCE  TECHNOLOGIES 

141 


SOCIAL  SCIENCES 
Social  Sciences,  Genera! 

Anthropology 

Archeology 

Area  & Ethnic  Studies 

Demography 

Economics 

Geography 

History 

International  Relations 
Political  Science  & Government 
Sociology 

Other  Social  Sciences 

VOCATIONAL  TRAINING 

Construction  Trades 
Carpentry 
Electrician 
PI umbing 

Other  Construction  Trades 

Consumer.  Personal.  & Misc.  Services 
Personal  Services  (e.g.,  Barbering, 
Cosmetology) 

Other  Consumer  Services 

Mechanics  and  Repairers 
Electrical  & Electronics  Equipment 
Repair 

Heating,  Air  Conditioning,  & 
Refrigeration  Mechanics  & Repairers 
Vehicle  & Mobile  Equipment  Mechanics 
& Repairers 

Other  Mechanics  and  Repairers 

Precision  Production 
Drafting 

Graphic  & Print  Communications 
Leatherworking  and  Upholstering 
Precision  Metal  Work 
Woodworking 

Other  Precision  Production  Work 

Transportation  and  Material  Moving 
Air  Transportation  (e.g..  Piloting, 
Traffic  Control,  Flight  Attendance, 
Aviation  Management) 

Land  Vehicle  & Equipment  Operation 
Water  Transportation  (e.g..  Boat  and 
Fishing  Operations,  Deep  Water 
Diving,  Marina  Operations, 

Sailors  and  Deckhands) 

Other  Transportation  and  Material 
Moving 

OTHER 
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NATIONAL  SURVEY  OF  POSTSECONOARY  FACULTY 
Institutional  Questionnaire 


PLEASE  READ  THESE  INSTRUCTIONS 

This  questionnaire  was  designed  to  be  completed  by  spokespersons  in  2- 
and  4-year  postsecondary  institutions  of  all  sizes.  Because  there  is 
such  a wide  variety  of  these  institutions,  some  of  the  questions  may  not 
be  worded  quite  appropriately  for  your  institution.  We  would  appreciate 
your  tolerance  of  these  difficulties. 

Tf  vour  institution  has  multiple  campuses please  answer  only  for  the 
campus  to  which  the  questionnaire  was  addressed. 

If  vour  institution  has  BOTH  lay  faculty  and  those  assigned  by,_a 
religious  order,  a few  questions  may  require  different  answers  for  the 
two  groups.  If  this  occurs,  please  call  Dr.  Susan  Russell  (collect)  at 
415-859-4164  for  instructions  on  how  to  proceed.  We  apologize  for  any 
inconvenience  this  may  cause  you. 

Obtaining  counts  of  different  kinds  of  faculty  is  an  important  part  of 
this  study.  If  you  cannot  provide  'hard*  data  for  some  of  the  ■numbers" 
questions,  please  provide  your  best  estimates. 


1.  On  what  type  of  academic  calendar  does  your  institution  operate? 
(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

Semester  1 

Trimester  2 

Quarter  3 

4-1-4  calendar  ^ 

Other  (PLEASE  SPECIFY  BELOW)  5 


PiPASE  NOTE:  Hiny  of  our  quostions  »sk  ibout  tho  status  of  your 

institution  during  the  1987  Fall  Term.  By  this,  we  mean 
whatever  academic  term  was  in  progress  on  October  IS,  1987. 


Qo.q 


1 


FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY 


PLiASF  READ: 

By  full -time  instructional  faculty,  we  mean  those  members  of  your 
institution's  instruction/research  staff  who  are  employed  full-time 
fas  defined  by  the  institution)  and  whose  regular  assignment  includes 
instruction. 

Include: 

m Regular  full-time  instructional  faculty. 

m Those  who  contribute  their  services,  such  as  members  of  religious 
orders. 

m Those  on  sabbatical  leave. 

m Administrators  such  as  department  chairs  or  deans  who  hold  full-time 
faculty  rank  and  whose  regular  assignment  includes  instruction. 

Do  not  include: 

m Replacements  for  faculty  on  sabbatical  leave, 
m Others  with  adjunct,  acting,  or  visiting  appointments, 
m Faculty  on  leave  without  pay. 
m Teaching  assistants. 


2.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  did  your  institution  have  iny  full-time 
instructional  faculty,  as  defined  above? 


(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

Yes 1 

No 2 — > SKIP  TO  PAGE  8 


Note:  Questions  about  your  full-time  instructional  faculty  are  on  pages  2 - 7. 
Questions  about  your  part-time  instructional  faculty  are  on  pages  8 - 9. 

3.  Does  your  institution  have  a tenure  system  for  any  of  your  full-time  instructional 
faculty? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

Yes  . 1 

No  . • • • 2 


FULL-TIME  TNSTI^UCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 


4.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  how  many  full-time  instructional  faculty  members  did  your 
institution  have  in  each  of  the  categories  below? 

If  there  are  no  academic  ranks  at  your  institution,  please  complete 
only  the  line  for  “other  full-time  instructional  faculty." 

(PLEASE  EHTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  "0") 

Professor:  

Associate  Professor:  

Assistant  Professor:  

Instructor:  

Lecturer;  _____ 

Other  full-time  instructional 
faculty,  including  those  with 
no  academic  ranks:  

TOTAL  FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY  DURING  1987  FALL  TERM:  


5.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  how  many  full-time  instructional  faculty  with  visiting, 
acting,  or  adjunct  appointments  did  your  institution  have? 

Note:  These  individuals  should  02t  appear  in  your  ether  counts  of  full-time 

instructional  faculty  provided  in  this  questionnaire. 

(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE  IF  "HARD"  DATA  ARE  NOT  AVAILABLE) 


6.  How  many  full-time  instructional  faculty  did  your  institution  have  in  each  of  the 
following  categories? 

(PLEASE  ENTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  “OV 


Number  on  the  staff  during  the  1986  Fall  Term: 
(NOTE:  Nineteen  eiehtv-six) 

Number  who  ret i red  between  the  beginning  of 
the  1986  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the 
1987  Fall  Term: 

Number  who  left  the  institution  between  the 
beginning  of  the  1986  Fall  Term  and  the 
beginning  of  the  1987  Fall  Term,  for  reasons 
other  than  retirement: 

Number  on  the  staff  at  the  beginning  of  the 
1987  Fall  Term  who  were  hired  since 
the  beginning  of  the  1986  Fall  Term: 


3 


FULL-TIHE  instructional  FACUITY  (continued) 


IF  NO  TENURE  SYSTEM,  PLEASE  SKIP  TO  QUESTION  13,  ON  PAGE  6. 

7.  During  the  1986-87  academic  year  (i.e.,  Fall  '86  through  Spring  '87),  how  many 
instructional  faculty  at  your  institution  were  considered  for  tenure,  and  how'm 
were  granted  tenure? 

(PLEASE  ENTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  "0") 

Number  considered  for  tenure: 


Number  granted  tenure: 


8.  During  the  1986  and  1987  Fall  Terms,  how  many  tenured  and  tenure-track  instruct 
faculty  did  your  institution  have? 

(PLEASE  ENTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  "O") 


1986  Fall  Term  1987  Fall  Term 

Tenured  instructional  faculty: 

Tenure-track  (but  not  tenured) 

instructional  faculty;  . 


9.  How  many  tenured  instructional  faculty  (if  any)  left  your  institution  for  each 
of  the  following  reasons  between  the  beginning  of  the  1986  Fall  Term  and  the 
beginning  of  the  1987  Fall  Term? 

(PLEASE  ENTER  A NUMBER  IN  EACH  CATEGORY;  IF  NONE,  PLEASE  ENTER  •0^} 

Through  retirement:  

To  assume  another  position:  

Formally  removed  for  cause  (e.g,  for 
neglect  of  duty,  incompetence,  moral 
turpitude,  fraud,  or  insubordination);  

Dismissed  because  of  institutional 

budget  pressures  or  program  closures:  

For  other  reasons  (e.g.,  death,  disability);  


Fill  I -TlWg  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACUITY  (continued) 

10  Is  there  a maximum  number  of  years  an  instructional  faculty  member  can  be  on  a 
tenure  tracic  and  not  receive  tenure  at  your  institution? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  AND  SPECIFY  THE  MAXIMUM,  IF  APPLICABLE) 


Yes 1 

MAXIMUM: 

No 2 


11  Does  your  institution  currently  have  an  upper  limit  (either  formal  or  informal)  on 
the  percentage  of  full-time  instructional  faculty  who  are  tenured? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  AND  SPECIFY  PERCENTAGE,  IF  APPLICABLE) 


Yes 1 

UPPER  LIMIT:  % 

No 2 


12.  During  the  past  three  years,  has  your  institution  done  any  of  the  following? 
(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY  AND  SPECIFY  NUMBERS,  IF  APPLICABLE) 


Offered  optional  early  or  phased  retirement  ...  1 

number  who  exercised  this  option 

IN  THE  1986-87  ACADEMIC  YEAR: 

Changed  the  upper  limit  on  the  percentage  of 
full-time  faculty  who  may  be  tenured  ••••.••  2 

PREVIOUS  PERCENTAGE: 


Changed  the  maximum  number  of  years  a person 
can  be  on  tenure  tracic  and  not  receive  tenure  . . 3 
PREVIOUS  MAXIMUM  NUMBER  OF  YEARS: 


Replaced  some  tenured  or  tenure-trade  positions 
with  fixed-term  contract  positions  


Raised  the  standards  for  granting  tenure  or 
tightened  the  application  of  the  standards  ...  5 

Taken  other  actions  designed  to  lower  the  per- 
cent of  tenured  faculty,  or  having  that  effect 
(PLEASE  SPECIFY  TYPE  OF  ACTIONS  BELOW:)  6 


. 0 


None  of  the  above 


FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACUL TY  (continued) 


13. 


full-time  instructional  faculty  legally  represented  by  a union  ( 
other  association)  for  purposes  of  collective  bargaining? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  AND  SPECIFY  PERCEHT , IF  APPLICABLE) 


Yes 1 

ABOUT  WHAT  PERCENT? 

No 2 


?I!lt^u?tioII^^flJSuy?  benefits  are  available  to  iny  of  your  full-time 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 


Free  or  subsidized  wellness  program  or  health 

promotion  program  (e.g.,  fitness  program, 

smoking  cessation  program)  01 

Paid  maternity  leave  ...  02 

Paid  paternity  leave  . 03 

Subsidized  medical  Insurance  or  medical  care  ...  04 

Subsidized  dental  Insurance  or  dental  care  ....  OS 


Subsidized  disability  Insurance  . 06 

Subsidized  life  Insurance  07 

Tuition  remiss ion/grants  at  this  or  other 
institutions  for  spouse  08 

Tuition  reralssion/grants  at  this  or  other 
Institutions  for  children  . ..  . . . . . . . . . , . 09 

Subsidized  child  care  10 

Subsidized  housing/mortgages  11 

Free  or  subsidized  meals  12 

None  of  the  above  00 


ciill.TTHg  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (continued) 


15  Please  indicate  whether  each  of  the  retirement  plans  listed  below  is  available  to  a. 
least  some  of  your  full-time  instructional  faculty.  For  those  that  are  avaiiab.e. 
pit  <e  specify  whether  they  are  subsidized  by  your  institution  and  the  approximate 
number  of  full-time  instructional  faculty  who  participate  in  each. 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  PLAN  AND  SPECIFY  NUMBERS,  AS  APPLICABLE) 

AVAILAStS Approximate  number 


TIAA/CREF 

State  plan 

iOl(k)  or 
•03(b)  plan 

Other  retirement 

plan  1 2 


Not  Subsidized  by  Not  subsidized 
available  institution  bv  institution 


full-time  instructional 
faculty  participants 


2 

2 


3 

3 


16. 


Does  your  institution  have  a ’cafeteria-style'  benefits  plan  for  your  full-time 
instructional  faculty?  (A  cafeteria- style  plan  is  one  under  which  staff  can  trade 
off  some  benefits  for  others,  following  guidelines  established  by  the  institution.) 


Yes 1 

No 2 


17. 


What  is  the  average  percentage  of  salary  that  is  contributed  by  your  institution  to 
a full-time  instructional  faculty  meaber^s  total  benefits  package? 


% 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 

, . : 215 


PART-TlHg  INSTRUCTIONAL  PACIII  TY 


PLcASE  R£AD: 

By  part-ti.  ihstructidnal  faculty,  yi  mean  those  members  of  your  institution's 
instructTon/research  staff  who  ahe  emploijfe^  part-time  (as  defined  by  the  insti- 
tution) and  whose  regular  assignment  at  your  institution  includes  instruction. 
Include: 

■ Regular  part-time  ihstructiohil  faculty. 

m Those  who  contributq  their  serviced,  such  as  members  of  religious  orders, 
m Part-time  replacements  for  faculty  on  sabbatical  leave  or  leave  without  pay. 
m Others  with  part-time  adjunct,  acting,  or  Visiting  appointments. 

Do  not  include: 

■ Faculty  on  leave  without  pay. 

■ Teaching  assistants. 


18.  During  the  1987  Fall  Term,  did  yoiir  institution  have  my  part-time  instructional 
faculty,  as  defined  above? 

Yes  .........  1 

No  . . . ......  2 —>  SKIP  TO  END  OF  PAGE  9 

19.  During  the  1987  Fall  Termi  how  many  part-time  instructiohal  faculty  did  your 
institution  have? 

(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE  IIf  "HARO"  DATA  ARE  NOT  AVAIUBLE) 


20.  How  many  of  these  part-tiMrs  (as  Indicated  In  Question  19)  had  adjunct,  acting,  or 
visiting  appointments? 

(PLEASE  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE  IF  *HAR0*  DATA  ARE  NOT  AVAILABLE) 


21.  Does  your  institution  have  a tenure  systei  for  any  of  your  part-time  instructional 
faculty? 


Yes  1 

No  .........  2 


P 


IS 


8 


PART-TIMF  instructional  faculty  (continued) 


22.  Are  any  of  your  part-time  instructional  faculty  legally  represented  by  a union  (or 
other  association)  for  purposes  of  collective  bargaining? 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBE.  JWD  SPECIFY  PERCENT,  IF  APPLICABLE) 

Yes  1 

WHAT  PERCENT?  % 

’ No  .........  2 


23.  Please  indicate  whether  each  of  the  retirement  plans  listed  below  is  available  to  at 
least  some  of  your  part-time  instructional  faculty.  For  those  that  are  available, 
please  specify  the  approximate  number  of  part-time  instructional  faculty  who 
participate  in  each. 

(PLEASE  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  PLAN  AND  SPECIFY  NUMBERS,  AS  APPLICABLE) 


AVAILABLE 

Not  Subsidized  by  Not  subsidized 
avail  able  institution  bv  institution 


Approximate  number 
part-time  instructional 
faculty  participants 


TIAA/CREF 


2 


3 


Stsite  plan 


3 


401  ( It)  or 

403(b)  plan  1 

Other  retirement 
plan  1 


2 


3 

3 


24.  Does  your  institution  have  a "cafeteria-style"  benefits  plan  for  your  part-time 

instructional  faculty?  (A  cafeteria-style  plan  is  one  under  which  staff  can  trade 
off  some  benefits  for  others,  following  guidelines  established  by  the  institution.) 

Yes  . 1 

No 2 


2S.  What  is  the  average  percentage  of  salary  that  is  contributed  by  your  institution  to 
part-time  instructional  faculty  members'  total  benefits  package? 

% 


THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  YOUR  PARTICIPATION 

Please  return  this  completed  questionnaire  in  the  enclosed  franked  envelope  to: 

National  Survey  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
SRI  International,  P.O.  Box  2124,  Menlo  Park,  CA  94025-2124 
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Appendix  D 


1 993  NSOPF  Faculty  Questionnaire  and 
Reinterview  Questionnaire  — Pilot  Test 


0MB:  No.  1850-0608 
Expiration  DaU:  12/93 


U.S.  Department  of  Education 
Office  of  Educational  Research  and  Improvement 


National  Center  for  Education  Statistics 


1993  NATIONAL  STUDY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY 

Pilot  Test 


FACULTY 

QUESTIONNAIRE 


All  information  on  this  form  will  be  kept  confidential  and  will  not  be 
disclosed  or  released  to  your  institution  or  any  other  group  or  individual. 


Co-sponsored  by:  National  Science  Foundation 

National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities 

Contractor:  National  Opinion  Research  Center  (NORC) 

University  of  Chicago 
1155  East  60th  Street 
Chicago,  Illinois  60637 
Toll-Free  Number:  1-800-733-NORC 

O 

ERIC 
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NATIONAL  STUDY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY 
Insmicticms  for  CofDfdetiD^  Faculty  Quesdoniuare 


Many  cfour  questions  ask  about  your  actmties  during  the  199J  Fall  Term.  By  Mil,  we  mean  whatever 
.acosmic  term  was  in  progress  on  October  JJ,  1991, 

questions  ihat  ask  about  your  current  position  or  *:  this**  institution  rtferM  your  p^^  ^991^ 

Fall  Term  at  the  institution  listed  on  the  label  on  the  back  cover  oj  the  questionnaire. 

was  designed  to  be  completed  by  both  fulh  and : part^dme  ^MSp^donal  ar^  non^ , 
^^instructional  faculty  in^^  and  4^year  postsecondary  insritutions^^^^^^ ^ each  ^ 
^^^^^tptestion  carefully  and  follow  all  instructions.  ^Some  of  the  appearytofit  your  situation 

precisely;  ^fyou  have  a response  other  than  those  listed  for  a particular  quesdon,  write  in  that  response. 

^^ost  questions  ask  you  to  circle  a number  to  indicate  yourresponse.^^:^^  number  in  front  of  your 

Other  questions  oAyouio  flU in  inf ornutdpn^  the  information 

in  the  space  provided. 

Please  keep  track  of  how  long  it  takes  you  to  fill  out  the  questionnaire  and  indicau  the  time  on  page  27. 
Mailing  instructions  for  returning  the  completed  questionnaire  are  also  on  page  27.  ^ 

^<flf  you  have  any  questions  on  how  to  proceeds  please  call  NORC  toll  free  at  1 ^00r733ffpRC* 


1 


2.20 


NATIONAL  STUDY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY: 


During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  did  you  have  any  instructional  duties  at  this  institution 

(e^^  teaching  one  or  more  courses,  or  advising  or  supervising  students’  academic  activities)? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 


1.  Yes  (ANSWER  A) 


■ 2.  No  ■ ' (SKIP  TO  QUESX10N2) 


A.  During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  were  all  or  seme  of  your  instructional  duties  related  to  for-credit  courses,  or 
* were  ^ of  your  instructional  duties  related  to  noncredit  courses? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  All  of  my  instructional  duties  were  related  for-credit  courses 

2.  Some  of  my  instructional  duties  were  related  to  for-credit  courses 

3.  All  of  my  instructional  duties  were  related  to  ru^ncredit  courses 

4.  Did  not  teach  any  courses  ^ 

2.  What  was  your  principal  activity  at  this  institution  during  the  1991  Fall  Term?  If  you  have  equal 
* responsibilities,  please  select  one. 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Teaching 

2.  Research 

3.  Technical  activities  (programmer,  technician,  etc.)' 

4.  Clinical  service 

5.  Community^ublic  service 

6.  Administration 

(WRITE  IN  TITLE  OR  POSITION) ^ ^ . 

7.  Other  (subsidized  performer,  artist-in-residence,  etc.) 

8.  None  of  the  above;  on  sabbatical  fiom  this  institution 

3.  During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  did  you  have  faculty  status  at  this  institution?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes 

2.  No,  I did  not  have  faculty  status 

3.  No,  no  one  has  faculty  status  at  this  institution 


2 


SECTION  A.  NATURE  OF  EMPLOYMENT 

4.  During  the  1991  Fall  M>stitution  coiuider  you  to  be  employed  here  full-time  or  part-time? 

• (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Full-time 

2.  Part-time 

5.  During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  were  you  employed  only  at  this  Institution,  or  did  you  also  have  other 
emptoyment  including  any  outside  consulting  or  other  ^If-o^ed  business? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBUi) 

1.  Employed  only  at  this  institution 

2.  Had  other  employment  or  consulting 

(.  Other  than  this  Institution,  were  you  employed  either  fuU-time  or  part-time  in  any  of  the  following  ways 
during  the  1991  Fall  Terin?'  fC//?Cfi  ONE  NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE) 


Ycr.  Yes:  Neith^ 

FuU-time  pATt-tlmc  ftill  or 

(354  hn/wk)  (<35  hn/wk)  part-time 

1 2 3 

12  3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 


Employment  sector 

a.  On  staff  of  a doctoral  granting  university  or  college  (including  professional 
schools) 

b.  On  staff  of  a d-yew  allege  or  university 

c.  On  staff  of  a 2-year  ppstsecondary  institution 

d.  On  staff  of  a less  than  2-year  postsaondary  institution 

e.  On  staff  of  an  eleinentary  or  secondary  school 

f.  Consulting,  doing  freelance  woric,  or  in  a self-owned  business 

g.  On  staff  of  a hospital  or  other  health  care/clinical  setting 

h.  On  staff  of  a foundation  or  other  nonprofit  orgwization 

i.  On  staff  of  a for-profit  business  or  industry  in  the  private  sector 

j.  Federal  government  employee,  including  military,  or  state  or  local  government 
employee 

k.  CHher  (WRITE  IN) 


7,  Were  you  chairperson  of  a department  or  division  at  this  inhitution  during  the  1991  Fall  Term? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 

8.  In  what  year  did  you  begin  your  current  job  at  this  institution?  Include  promotions  in  rank  as  part  of  your 
• current  Job.  (WRITE  IN  NUMBER) 


19 


; 3 


222 


9.  What  was  your  tenure  status  at  this  institutioo  during  the  1991  Fall  Term? 

• (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER ) 

1.  Tenured  In  what  year  did  you  achieve  tenure  at  this  institution?  19  | H 

2.  On  tenure  track  but  not  tenured 

3.  Not  on  tenure  track 

4.  Not  applicable;  no  tenure  system  for  my  faculty  status 

5.  Not  applicable:  no  tenure  system  at  this  institution 

10.  During  the  1991  Fail  Term,  what  was  the  duration  of  your  contract  or  appointment  at  this  institution? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  One  academic  term 

2.  One  academic/calendar  year 

3.  Two  or  more  academic/calendar  years 

4.  Unspecified  duration 

5.  Otiiet  (WRITE  IN) 

11.  Which  of  the  following  best  describes  your  academic  rank  (title/position)  at  this  institution  during  the  1991 
FaU  Term? 

• (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Not  applicable:  no  ranks  designated  at  this  institution 

2.  Professor 

3.  Associate  Professor 

4.  Assistant  Professcx’ 

5.  Instructor 

6.  Lecturer 

7.  Orha  (WRITE  IN) 

12.  In  what  year  did  you  first  achieve  this  rank? 

(WRITE  IN  YEAR) 


13.  During  the  1991  FaO  Tomi,  did  you  hold  any  of  the  following  kinds  of  appointments  at  this  institution? 
(CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 

1.  Acting 

2.  Affiliate  or  adjuna 

3.  Visiting 

4.  Assigned  by  religious  order 

5.  None  of  the  above 


14. 

* 


What  is  your  principal  field  or  discipline  of  teaching?  (REFER  TO  THE  LIST  OF  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY 
ON  PACES  5_  AND  6 AND  ENTER  THE  APPROPRIATE  CODE  NUMBER  AND  NAME  BELOW.  IF  YOU  HAVE 
NO  FIELD  OF  TEACHING.  CIRCLE  "NA.") 


NA.  Not  Applicable 

CODE  FOR  FIELD 
OR  DISCIPLINE; 


NAME  OF  PRINCIPAL  FEELD/DISCIPLINE 


15.  What  is  your  principal  area  of  research?  If  equal  areas,  select  one.  (IF  YOU  HAVE  NO  RESEARCH  AREA. 
• CIRCLE  "NA.”) 


NA.  Not  ^Tplicable 

CODE  FOR  FIELD 
OR  DISCIPLINE; 


NAME  OF  PRINCIPAL  FEELD/DISCIPLINE 


CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES 

AGRICULTURE 

CCMPUTER  SCIENCE 

101 

Agribusiness  & Agricultunl  Production 

201 

Computer  & Information  Sciences 

102 

Agricultural,  Animal,  Food,  A Plant 

202 

Conqmter  Programming 

Sciences 

.203 

Data  Processing 

103 

Renewable  Natural  Resources,  including 

204 

Systems  Analysis 

CtHuervatLcn,  Fishing,  & Forestiy, 

210. 

Other  Computer  Science 

no 

Other  Agriculture 

EDUCATION  . 

ARCHITECTURE  A ENVIRONMENTAL  DESIGN 

Education,  General 

121 

Architecture  & Environmental  Design 

222 

Basic  Skills 

122 

Gty,  Conununity.  & Regk»ul  Plamiing 

223 

Bilmgual/Cross-cuhural  Education 

123 

Interior  Derign 

224 

Curriculum  & Instruction 

124 

Land  Use  Management  & Reclamation 

225 

Education  Administration 

130 

Other  Arch.  A Environmental  Design 

226 

Education  Evaluation  & Research  ' 

227 

Educadonal  Psychology 

ART 

228 

Special  Education  ^ 

141 

Art  Hissory  dt  Appredadon 

229 

i ^Student  Counseling  Sl  Persoxmel  Sves. 

142 

Crafts 

230 

Other  Education 

143 

Dance 

: . 144 

Design  (other  dtfn  Arch,  tv  Ibteiior) 

TEACHER  EDUCATION 

145 

Dramatic  Arts 

241 

Pre-Elememary 

.146 

BlmAits 

242 

Elementary 

•••.■  147 

FineArts 

243 

Secondary 

• 148 

Music 

244' 

Adiih  & Continuing 

149 

Music  Titstoiy  & Appreciaiion 

24S 

Other  General  Teacher  EcL  Programs 

. . . - 150 

Other  Visual  & Ferfornung  Axu 

250 

Teacher  Education  in  Specific  Subjects 

•V-'  •’  V 

BUSINESS 

ENGINEERINO 

Aocoontlng 

261 

EngtReering,  (jeneral 

.162 

Banking  A Hnanoe 

262 

Civil  Engineering 

,163 

Busineas  Administration  dt  Management 

263 

Electrical,  Electronics,  db 

■■■  164 

Businesa  Adnuniscradve  Support  (e.g.,  Booltoqmg. 

Communication  Engineering 

Office  Management,  Secretarial)  . 

264 

Mechanical  Engineering 

■"  • 165 

Human  Resources  Devebpment 

265 

Chemical  Engineering 

166 

Organizadonal  Bduvior 

270 

Other  Engmeering 

.167 

Msketmg  & IXstribuiiosi 

. 280 

: Engineering-Rdated  Technologies 

Other  Business 

COMMUNICATIONS 

■ . 181 

Advertising 

182 

Broadcasting  & Journalism  . 

183 

Communications  Researdi 

184 

Communication  Technologies 

. 190 

Other  Communications 

ERIC 
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291 

ENGLISH  AND  LITERATURE 
English.  General 

292 

Composition  8b  Creative  Writing  ^ ^ 

293 

American  Literature 

294 

English  Literature 

295 

Linguistics 

296 

Speech,  Debate,  & Forensics 

;297 

English  as  a Second  Language 

English,  Other 

FOREIGN  LANGUAGES 

311 

Chinese  (Mandarin,  Cuitonese,  or Other  Chinese) 

. 312 

French 

313 

Gcnnin 

. . 314 

Italian 

, . .315 

Latin 

;V  -V  316 

Iiqianese 

• 317 

Other  Asian 

318 

Russian  or  Other  Slavic 

319 

Spanish 

: 320 

Other  Foreign  Languages 

HEALTH  SCIENCES 

331 

Allied  Health  Technologies  8b  Ser^dees 

• . . 332 

Demiacry 

..  333 

Health  Sendees  Administration 

. .334 

Medicine,  including  Psychiatry 

: 335 

Nursing 

. 336 

Phamucy 

337 

Public  Health 

338 

Veterinaiy  Medicine 

..  340 

Other  Health  Scicncca 

350 

HOME  ECONOMICS 

•-  .^V;-.36o  • 

INDUSTRIAL  ARTS 

:.  . 370 

LAW 

.; V -.y.  -.  380 

LIBRARY  & ARCHIVAL  SCIENCES  . 

' 

. .391 

NATURAL  SCIENCES 

Life  or  Physical  Sciences,  Oeaeial.. 

: • 392 

AstronaR^ 

393 

Bii^gy 

■ 394 

Botany 

395 

Chendscy  • 

'!  ■-  396 

GeolopcH  Sdenoea 

397 

niyeks 

398 

Phyndogy 

'v'.v:  399- 

Zoology 

••w  ■ 

Other  Nanval  Scieacoa 

MATHEMAlilCE 

420 

STATISTICS 

/•  430 

MUTARY  STUDIES 

• 440  ■ 

multt/interdisciplinaRy  studies 

: 450 

PARKS  & RECREATION 

; . . : 460 

PHILOSOPHY 

470 

RELIGICR4  & THEOLOGY 

480  PSYCHOLOGY 

490  PROTECnVE  SERVICES  (c.g..  Criminal  Justice,  Fire 
Protection) 

500  PUBLIC  AFFAIRS  (c.g..  Community  Services,  PuWic 
Administration,  Public  Works,  Social  Work) 

510  SCIENCE  TECHNOLOGIES 

SOCIAL  SCIENCES 

521  Social  Sciences,  General 

522  Andiropology 

523  Archeology 

524  Area  & Ethnic  Studies 

525  Demography 

526  Economics 

527  Geography 
328  History 

529  Intcniational  Relatkms 

530  Political  Science  & Goveamment 

531  Sociology 

540  Other  Social  Sciences 

VOCATIONAL  TRAINING 

CONSTRUCTION  TRADES 

601  Carpentry 

602  Electrician 

603  Plumbing 

610  Other  Construction  Trades 

CONSUMER,  PERSONAL,  8b  MISC.  SERVICES 
621  Personal  Services  (e.g^  Barbering,  Cosmetology) 

630  Other  Consumer  Services 

MECHANICS  AND  REPAIRERS 

641  Electrical  8b  Electronics  Equipment  Repur 

642  Heating,  Air  Conditioning,  k Re&igcradon  Mechanics 
8b  Repairen 

643  Vehi^  8b  Mobile  Equipment  Mechanics  8t  R^tairers 

644  Other  Mechanics  8b  Repahen 

PREQSIQN  PRODUenON 

661  Draftiiig 

662  Graphic  8b  Print  CooununicatiDns  . 

663  Leathcrwofksig  k Uj^litering 

664  PrecKion  Metal  Work 

665  Woodwpfldng 

670  Other  fttama  Productxm  Work 

TRANSPORTATION  AND  MATERI^  MOVING 

681  Air  Trmsponmkfii  (e.g.,  Pikdng.  Traffic  Connol^  Ffigiu 
Attendance,  Aviation  Management) 

682  Land  Vehi^e  8b  Equipment  Operation 

Water  Transpordon  (e.g^  Boat  k RAing  Ope^^ 
Deep-Water  Diving,  Marina  Satlnri  8b  ^ 

Deckhands) 

690  Other  Transportation  k Material  Moving  : . 

900  OTHER  (IF  YOU  USE  THIS  CODE,  BE  SURE  TO 
WRITE  IN  A COMPLETE  DESCRIPTION 
AT  QUESTIONS  14-IS,  IS  OR  23) 


e^st  copy  available 


SECTION  B.  ACADEMIC/PROFESSIONAL  BACKGROUND 


1€.  Which  of  the  foUowing  undergraduate  academic  honors  or  awards,  if  any,  did  you  receive? 
(CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 

1.  National  academic  honor  society,  such  as  Phi  Beta  Kappa,  Tau  Beta  Pi, 
or  other  field-specific  national  honor  society 

2.  Cum  laude  or  honors 

3.  Magna  cum  laude  or  high  honors 

4.  Summa  cum  laude  or  highest  honors 

5.  Other  undergraduate  academic  achievement  award 

6.  None  of  the  above 

17.  When  you  were  in  graduate  school,  which  of  the  following,  if  any,  did  you  receive? 
(CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 

1.  Doesn’t  apply:  did  not  attend  graduate  school 

2.  Teaching  assistantship 

3.  Research  assistantship 

4.  Program  iw  residence  hall  assistantship 

5.  Fellowship 

6.  Scholarship  or  traineeship 

7.  Grant 

8.  CJ.  Bill  or  other  veterans’  financial  aid 

9.  Federal  or  state  loan 

10.  Other  loan 

11.  None  of  the  above 


't 
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Please  list  below  each  degree  or  other  formal  award  that  you  hold,  the  year  you  received  it,  the  field  code  (from 
pages  5*d)  that  applies,  name  of  the  field,  and  the  name  and  location  of  the  institution  from  which  you  received  it. 
Do  not  list  honorary  degrees.  (COMPLETE  ALL  COLUMNS  FOR  EACH  DECREE) 


18. 


CODES  FOR  TYPE  OF  DEGREE 

1 Certificate,  diploma,  or  degree  for  completion  of  undergraduate  program  of  at  least  1 yes-  but  less  than  1 
years  in  length 

2 Associate’s  degree  or  equivalent 

3 Cemficate,  dipkma,  or  ^gree  for  completion  of  undergraduate  program  of  more  than  2 years  but  less  than 
4 years  in  length 

4 . Bdbhelor’s  degree  or  equivalent 

5 Master’s  degree  oar  equivalent 

6 Doctoral  degree  (PhD.,  Ed.D.,  etc.) 

7 Professional  degree  (M.D.,  D.D.S.,  IX.B.,  etc.) 


A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

Degree 

Field 

Name  of 

Name  of  Institution 

code 

code 

Field 

and 

(see 

Year 

(from 

(from 

City  and  State/Country 

above) 

received 

p.  5*6) 

p.  5-6) 

of  Institution 

(1st)  19. 


(2nd) 19. 


(3rd) 19. 


(4th) 19. 


(5th) 


19_ 


(6th) 


19_ 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 
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19*  For  the  five  most  recent  and  significant  main  jobs  that  you  have  held,  indicate  below  the  years  you  began  and  left 
• each  job,  the  employment  sector,  your  primary  responsibility,  and  whether  employed  full-  or  part-time* 


* Do  not  count  your  current  position  at  this  institution* 

* Do  not  list  promotions  in  r?nk  at  one  place  of  employment  as  different  jobs. 

* Do  not  include  temporary  ^ . jUions  or  work  as  a graduate  student* 

* List  each  job  (other  than  promotion  in  rank)  separately. 


A*  YEARS  JOB  HELD 

FROM: 

•nRST 
PREVIOUS 
MAIN  JOB 

19 

•SECOND 
PREVIOUS 
MAIN  JOB 

19 

•THIRD 
PREVIOUS 
MAIN  JOB 

19 

FOURTH 
PREVIOUS 
MAIN  JOB 

19  _ 

FIFTH 
PREVIOUS 
MAIN  JOB 

19 

TO: 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

B*  EMPLOYMENT  SECTOR 

(CIRCU  ONE) 

(CIRCU  ONE) 

(CIRCU  ONE) 

; (CIRCU  ONE) 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

Doctoral  granting  university  or  college 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

(including  professional  schoob) 

Other  4-year  college  or  university 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2*year  postsecondaiy  instinuion 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Less-than-2-year  postsecondary 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

institution 

Elementary  or  secondary  school 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Consulting,  freelance  work,  or  self- 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

owned  business 

Hospital  or  ocher  health  care  or  clinical 

7 

7 

7 . 

7 

7 

setting 

Foundation  or  other  nonprofit 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

organization 

For-profit  business  or  industiy  in  die 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

private  sector 

Federal  government,  including  military. 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

or  state  or  local  govenunem 

Other 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

C PRIMARY  RESPONSIBILITY 

(CIECLE  ONE) 

(CIRCU  ONE) 

(CIRCU  ONE) 

(CIRCU  ONE) 

(CIRCU  ONE) 

Teaching 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Research 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Technical  activities  (e.g^  programmer. 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

technician*  chemist*  engineer,  etc.) 

Clinical  service 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

1 Community/public  service 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Administration 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

Other 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

D.  FULL-TIME/PART-TIME 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

(CIRCU  ONE) 

(CIRCU  ONE) 

(CIRCU  ONE) 

(CIRCU  ONE) 

Full-time 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Part-time 



2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
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20. 


About  how  many  of  each  of  the  foUowing  have  you  presented/published/etc.  during  the  last  2 years  and  during  your 
entire  career?  For  publications,  please  include  only  works  that  have  been  accepted  for  publication.  Do  not  count 
multiple  presentations/publications  of  the  same  work  more  than  once. 

(IF  NOT  SURE.  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATES.  CIRCLE  "NA"  IF  YOU  HAVE  NOT  PUBUSHED  OR  PRESENTED.) 
NA.  No  presentations/^ublications/etc.  ((Sp.TC  ■ •‘.V.E^ION:-2l} 

A.  B. 

Number  in  Total  during 
past  2 years  career 

- — — Articles  published  in  refereed  professional  or  trade  journals 

~ — — I . Articles  published  in  nonrefereed  professional  or  trade  journals 

— c.  Creative  works  published  in  juried  media 

‘I-  Creative  works  published  in  nonjuried  media  or  in-house  newsletters 

c-  Published  reviews  of  books,  articles,  or  creative  works 

f.  Chapters  in  edited  volumes 

g.  Textbooks 

h.  Other  books 

i.  Monographs 

: j-  Research  or  technical  reports  disseminated  internally 

or  to  clients 

k-  Presentations  at  conferences,  workshops,  etc. 

Exhibitions  or  performances  in  the  fine  or  applied  arts 

Patents  or  copyrights  (excluo’Lng  thesis  or  dissertation) 

n.  Computer  software  products 


21. 


During  the  1991  FaU  Term,  how  many  undergraduate  or  graduate  thesis  or  dissertation  committees,  comprehensive 

committees  did  you  serve  on  or  chair  at  this  instituUon? 
(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0.") 


A.  B. 

UNDERGRADUATE 
Number  served  on  Number 

but  did  not  dialr  cbalred 


C.  D. 

GRADUATE 
Number  served  on  Number 

but  did  not  chair  chaired 

a.  Thesis  or  dissertation  committees 


b.  Comprehensive  exams  or  orals  committees  (other 
than  as  part  of  thesis/dissertation  committees) 

c.  Examination/certification  ccmimittees 


22.  During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  what  was  the  total  number  of  classes  you  taught'’ 
(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER,  OR  CIRCLE  "Or ) 


Number  of  classes  (ANSWER  A)  0.  No  classes  taught  (^graPTO  QUESP|ip^ 

A.  How  many  of  those  classes  were  for  credit?  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0.") 
Number  of  for-qedit  classes 


O 


23.  For  each  for-credit  class  or  section  that  you  taught  at  this  institution  during  the  1991  Fall  Term,  please  answer  the 
**  following  items.  Do  not  include  noncredit  courses  or  individualized  instruction»  such  as  independent  study  or 
individual  one-on-one  performance  classes. 

If  you  taught  multiple  sections  of  the  same  course,  count  them  as  separate  classes,  but  do  not  include  the  lab  section 
of  the  course  as  a separate  class.  For  each  class,  enter  the  code  for  the  academic  discipline  of  the  class.  (Refer  to 
pages  5-6  for  the  codes.) 


FIRST  €LA^ 


SECOND  CLASS 


CODE  FOR  ACADEMIC 
DISCIPLINE  OF  CLASS  (from  p.  5-6) 


DURING  1991  FALL  TERM 

(1)  Number  of  weeks  the  class  met? 

* (2)  Number  of  hours  the  class  met  per  week? 

(3)  Number  of  teaching  assistants,  readers? 

* (4)  Number  of  students  cnroUed? 

IF  TEAM  TAUGHT: 
(5)  Average  # hours  per  week  you  taught  the  class? 

(CIRCLE  IF  NOT  TEAM  TAUGHT) 


NA 


NA 


C.  PRIMARY  LEVEL  OF  STUDENTS 

Lower  dlvlsioo  students  (first  or  second  year  postsecondary)  or 
upper  division  students  (third  or  fourth  year  postsecondary)  or 
graduate  or  any  other  post-haccalaureate  students,  or 

all  other  students? 


(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 


(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 


D.  INSTRUCTIONAL  METHODS  USED 
(CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY  IN  COLUMN  D) 

E.  Of  those  methods  (circled  In  column  D),  which  one  was  the 
primary  instructional  method? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  IN  COLUMN  E) 

Lecture 

Seminar 

Discussion  group 

Lah,  clinic 

Field  work,  field  trips 

Role  playing,  simulation,  or  other  performance  (e.g.,  art,  music, 

drama) 

TV,  radio,  or  other  distance  media 
Group  projects 
Applied  or  experiential  learning 
Other 


(D) 

All 

Methods 

Used 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 


(E) 

Primary 

Method 

Used 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 


(D)  (E) 

All  Primary 

Methods  Method 

Used  Used 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
1 
8 

9 

10 
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• <3LASS  •••■■■■' 

rinfirra  ajiijss 
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'.I-'  ;;SSlXTIi CLASS 

' . 

NA 

NA 

NA, 

NA 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

,/ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

(D)  (E) 

(D)  (E) 

(D)  (E) 

(D)  (E) 

All  Primary 

All  Primary 

All  Primary 

All  Primary 

Methods  Method 

Methods  Method 

Methods  Method 

Methods  Method 

Used  Used 

Used  Used 

Used  Used 

Used  Used 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

4 

1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

i 

i 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

S 

5 

i 

5 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

6 

6 

\ 

S 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

7 

7 

1 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

9 

9 

( 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10  • 

12 


331 


24.  For  each  type  of  student  listed  below,  please  indicate  how  many  students  received  individual  instruction  (e.g., 
independent  study  or  one*on*one  instruction,  etc.)  from  you  during  the  1991  Fall  Term,  and  the  total  number  of 
contact  hours  with  these  students  per  week.  Do  not  count  regularly  scheduled  office  hours. 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  UNE;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0. ") 

FORMAL  INDIVIDUAUZED  INSTRUCTION 

A.  B. 

Number  of  Total  contact 

students  hours  per  week 

a.  Lower  division  students  (first  or  second  year  postsecondary) 

b.  Upper  division  students  (third  or  fourth  year  postsecondary) 

c.  Graduate  or  any  other  post-baccalaureate  students 

d.  All  other  students 


25A. 


25B. 


During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  how  many  regularly  scheduled  office  hours  did  you  have  per  week? 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0.") 

■ Numb^  of  hours  per  week 

During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  how  much  informal  contact  with  students  did  you  have  each  week  outside  of  the 
classroom?  Do  not  count  individual  instruction,  independent  study,  etc.,  or  regularly  scheduled  office  hours. 
(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER:  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0.") 

Number  of  hours  per  week 


26.  Did  you  teach  any  undergraduate  courses  for  credit  durine  the  1991  Fall  Term  at  this  institution? 


LI.  Yes  (ANSWER  A)  2.  No 

A.  In  how  many  of  the  undergraduate  courses  that  you  taught  during  the  1991  Fall  Term  did  you  use  . . . 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 

None  Some  All 


1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
12  3 
1 2 3 


a.  Computer  or  machine  aided  instructicxi? 

b.  Student-selected  topics  for  course  content? 

c.  Student  presentations? 

d.  Student  evaluations  of  each  other’s  work? 

e.  Muldple-choice  midterm  and/or  final  exam? 

f.  Essay  midterm  and/or  final  exams? 

g.  Short-answer  midterm  and/or  final  exams? 

h.  Multiple  choice  and/or  short  answer  quizzes? 

i.  Weekly  essay  assignments? 

j.  Term-research  papers? 

k.  Grading  on  a curve? 

l.  Competency-based  grading? 


27.  During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  were  you  engaged  in  any  professional  research,  writing,  or  creative  works? 

1.  Yes  2.  No  {S10PT0QUEyn0N33,PA<;E  I5 

28.  How  would  you  describe  your  primary  professional  research,  writing,  or  creative  work  in  the  1991-92  academic 
year?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Pure  or  basic  4.  Literary  or  expressive 

2.  Applied  5.  Other  (WRITE  IN) ' ■ 

3.  Policy-miemed 


13 
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29.  During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  were  you  engaged  in  any  funded  research  or  creative  endeavors?  Include  any 

* grsmts,  contracts,  or  institutional  awards.  Do  not  include  consulting  services.  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes  2.  No 

30.  For  the  grants  and  contracts  for  which  you  were  a principal  investigator  (PI)  or  co-principal  investigator  (Co-PI) 
during  the  1991  Fall  Term,  fill  out  the  information  below  for  each  funding  source.  If  not  sure,  give  yoiir  best 
estimate. 


A. 

Number  of  grants,  contracts,  or  awards 
from  each  funding  source 
(WRITE  IN  NUMBER  OR  CIRCLE  ’O’) 

B. 

Work  done  as  . . . 

(CIRCLE  ALL 
THAT  APPLY) 

c. 

Total  funds 
for  1991-92 
academic  year 

D. 

How  funds  were  used 

(CIRCLE  AU  THAT  APPLY) 

(1)  Federal  Goventment  | 

0.  Non 

e 

1.  PI 

2.  Co-PI 

s 

1.  Research 

Z Professional  development 

3.  Program/cuniculum 
development 

4.  Other 

(2)  Stale  or  local  government  |"  ■ 

0.  Non 

e 

1.  PI 
1 Co-PI 

s 

1.  Research 

2.  Professional  development 

3.  ProgranVcuniculum 
development 

4.  Other 

(3)  Foundation  or  other  non-  i i 

profit  organization  1 

0.  Non 

B 

1.  PI 

2.  Co-PI 

s 

1.  Research 

2.  Professional  development 

3.  Program/cuniculum 
development 

4.  Other 

(4)  For  profit  business  or  r ■ i 

industry  in  the  private  sector  1 

0.  Non 

B 

1.  PI 
1 Co-PI 

s 

1.  Research 

Z Professional  development 

3.  Program/cuniculum 
developmem 

4.  Other 

(5)  This  institution  | | ^ 

0.  None 

1.  PI 

2.  Co-PI 

s 

1.  Research 

Z Professional  developmem 

3.  Program/cuniculum 
development 

4.  Other 

(6)  Other  source  (WRTTE  IN)  | | ^ 

0.  None 

1.  PI 
Z Co-PI 

s 

1.  Research 

2.  Professional  developmem 

3.  Program/cuniculum 
developmem 

4.  Other 

31.  During  the  1991-92  academic  year,  how  many  other  faculty,  assistants,  or  other  staff  are  or  were  supported  by 
thU  funding?  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  UNE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  ”0^) 

NUMBER 


a.  Other  faculty 

b.  Post-doctorate  fellow/other  post-doctoral  assistants 

c.  Graduate  fellow/research  assistants 

d.  Undergraduate  research  assistants 

e.  Other  research  assistants 

f.  Other  support,  including  secretarial  staff  BEST  COPV 
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32.  Did  you  carry  a reduced  teaching  load  during  the  1991  Fall  Term  because  of  any  involvement  in  research, 
whether  funded  or  not  funded? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

3.  Not  applicable 

33.  Indicate  the  extent  of  your  agreement  or  disagreement  with  each  of  the  following  statements: 

(WRITE  IN  ONE  NUMBER  ON  EACH  UNE) 


12  3 4 

I J 1 1 

Strongly  Somewhat  Somewhat  Strongly 

Disagree  Disagree  Agree  Agree 


a.  This  institution  wants  to  be  recognized  for  excellence  in  teaching 

' b.  This  institution  deserves  to  be  recognized  for  excellence  in  teaching 

_____  c.  This  institution  wants  to  be  recognized  as  a major  research  institution 

' d.  This  institution  deserves  to  be  recognized  as  a major  research  institution 

_____  e.  The  primary  research  obligation  of  faculty  is  to  advance  knowledge  in  their  field  through  basic  research; 
all  other  forms  of  research  are  of  secondary  importance 

f.  In  my  department^nogram,  pure/basic  research  is  valued  more  highly  than  other  mac  applied  forms  of 

research 

g.  In  an  academic  setting,  pure/basic  research  deserves  to  be  valued  more  highly  than  other  more  qrplied 

forms  of  research 

h.  Present  attempts  to  est^lish  cooperative  research  relationships  between  the  corporate  and  higher  education 

communities  deserve  strong  support 

L This  institution  wants  to  be  recognized  as  a primary  contributor  to  local  community  and  economic 

development 

j.  This  institution  deserves  to  be  recognized  as  a primary  contributor  to  local  community  and  economic 

development 

34.  Just  to  coDfinn,  were  yon  teaching  any  courses  for  credit  or  involved  in  any  research  or  creative  activities  at  this 

institution  during  the  1991  Fall  Term,  or  were  you  doing  something  else  at  this  institution? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Teadiing,  research,  ot  both 

2.  Something  else  (WRITE  IN)  


35.  Hw  wwld  you  rate  each  of  the  foUowing  facUities  or  resources  in  general  at  this  institution,  and  how  would  vou 
rate  each  resource  available  for  your  own  use?  (WRITE  IN  ONE  NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE) 


1 

2 3 4 

1 

Very 

Poor 

1 L ^ 1 

Poor  Good  Very 

Good 

A. 

B. 

Available 
At  This 
Institution 

(IF  NOT  AVAILABLE, 
WRITE  IN  "NA") 

Available 
For  My 
Own  Use 

(IF  NOT  NEEDED, 
WRITE  IN  "NA”) 

a.  Basic  research  equipment^truments 

b.  Laboratory  space 

c.  Availability  of  research  assistants 


: (L  Basic  computer  facilities 

c.  Audio-visual  equipmrat 

f.  Classroom  space 

g.  Classroom  equipment 

h.  Office  space 

i.  Secretarial  siq)port 

j.  Library  holdings 

k.  Accessibility  (rooms,  offices,  equipment,  etc.)  fw 

handicapped  individuals 

— — 

n.  Coverage  by  other  staff  for  attendance  at  conferences,  seminars, 
in-service  training,  etc. 

BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 

er|c 


235 


16 


36.  Listed  below  are  some  ways  that  institutions  and  departments  may  use  internal  funds  for  the  professional 

development  of  faculty  members.  For  each  professional  activity  listed,  please  indicate  If  funding  was  available  to 
you  during  the  past  two  years.  If  avaUable,  also  indicate  If  you  used  any  of  those  funds  at  this  institution,  and  if 
those  funds  were  adequate  for  your  purposes. 


A. 

Was  insiituiional  or  department  funding  available 
for  your  use  during  the  past  two  years  for  . . . 

B. 

Did  you  use  any  of  those 
funds  at  this  institution? 

c. 

those  funds  adequate 
for  your  purposes? 

. (1)  tuition  lemission  at  this  or 
other  institutions? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

(2)  professional  association 
memberships? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

(3)  registration  fees,  etc.,  for 
workshops,  conferences, 
etc.? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

(4)  professional  travel? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

(5)  training  to  improve 
research  skills? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

(6)  training  to  improve 
teaching  skills? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No  . 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

- 

(7)  retraining  for  fields  in 
higher  demand? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

(8)  computer  equipment? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

(9)  release  time? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

(10)  sabbatical  for  research? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

(11)  sabbatical  for  professional 
development? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No  . 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

(12)  insdtutional  grants? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

8.  Not  sure 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

37.  On  the  average,  how  many  hours  per  week  did  you  spend  at  each  of  the  following  kinds  of  activities  during  die 

• 1991  FaU  Term?  (IF  NOT  SURE,  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATES) 


Average  number  hours  per  week 
during  the  1991  Fall  Term 

a.  All  activities  at  this  institution  (teaching,  research,  administration,  etc.) 

b.  Any  other  paid  activities  (e.g.,  consulting,  working  on  other  jobs) 

c.  Unpaid  (pro  bono)  professional  service  activities 
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38. 


Please  estimate  the  percentage  of  your  total  working  hours  (i.e.,  the  categories  listed  in  Question 
on  each  of  the  following  activities  during  the  1991  Fall  Term. 

(IF  NOT  SURE.  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0  ") 


37)  that  you  spent 


Fall  1991 

Percent  of  Working 
Hours  Spent 

TEACHING 

% a.  Teaching,  grading  papers,  preparing  courses 

% b.  Developing  new  curricula 

% c.  Advising  or  supervising  students  (not  counting  working 

with  student  organizations  or  intramural  athletics) 

; — % d.  WOTking  with  student  organizations  or  intramural  athletics 


PROFESSIONAL  GROWTH 
_%  e.  Taking  courses,  pursuing  an  advanced  degree 

_%  f.  Other  professional  development  activities,  such  as 
practice  or  activities  to  remain  current  in  your  field 

RESEARCH/SCHOLARSHIP 

.%  g.  Research  (time  spent  in  activities  that  will  lead  to  a concrete  jaxxluct, 
such  as  an  arucle,  grant  prc^sal,  software  development,  etc.) 

3>  h.  Reviewing  or  preparing  articles  or  books;  attending 

or  prepanng  for  professional  meetings  or  conferences;  reviewing  proposals 

.%  i.  Seeking  outside  funding  (including  proposal  writing) 

.%  j.  Giving  performances  or  exhibitions  in  the  fine  or  applied  arts,  or  giving  speeches 

ADMINISTRATIVE/SERVICE/OTHER  NON-TEACHING 
.%  k.  Administrative  activities  (including  paperwcx-k,  staff  supervision, 
serving  on  in-house  committees  such  as  the  academic  senate,  etc.) 

.%  1.  Providing  legal  ot  medical  services  or  psychological 
counseling  to  clients  or  patients 

.%  m.  Outside  consulting  or  freelance  work,  working  at  a self-owned  business 
.%  n.  Paid  or  unpaid  community  or  public  service  (civic,  religious,  etc.) 

.%  0.  Service  to  irofessional  societies/associations 
% p.  0\h&x  (WRITE  IN) 


100% 


PLEASE  BE  SURE  THAT  THE  PERCENTAGES  YOU  PROVIDE  ADD  UP  TO 
100%  OF  THE  TOTAL  TIME  YOU  SPENT  ON  PROFESSIONAL  ACTIVITIES. 


39. 


of  ‘he  following  activities? 

(H7UTE  IN  A PERCENTAGE  ON  EACH  UNE;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0".)  * 


% a.  Teaching 


,%  b.  Professional  growth 

% c.  Research/scholarship 


,%  d.  Administraiive/service/oiher  non-teaching  activities 

PLEASE  BE  SURE  THAT  THE  PERCENTAGES  YOU  PROVIDE  ADD  UP  TO  100%  OF 
THE  TOTAL  TIME  YOU  WOULD  PREFER  TO  SPEND  ON  PROFESSIONAL  ACnVITIES. 


40.  Are  you  a member  of  the  union  (or  other  bargaining  as^iation)  that  represents  faculty  at  this  institution? 


1.  Available,  but  not  eligible 

2.  Eligible,  but  not  a member 

3.  Eligible,  and  a member 

4.  Not  available  at  this  institution 


I SECTION  D.  JOB  SATISFACTION  ISSUES 

41.  How  satisfied  or  dissatisfied  are  you  with  each  of  the  following  aspects  of  your  instructional  duties  at  this 

institution?  (CIRCLE  "NA"  IF  YOU  HAD  NO  INSTRUCTIONAL  DUTIES.  OTHERWISE,  CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR 
EACH  ITEM:  IF  AN  ITEM  DOES  NOT  APPLY  TO  YOU.  WRITE  IN  "NA"  NEXT  TO  THE  ITEM.) 


NA.  No  instructional  duties 


\trj  Somewfait  Somcwtiat  Very 

[NauHflfled  DUsaiisfled  Satisfied  Satisfied 

1 2 3 4 

12  3 4 

12  3 4 

12  3 4 

12  3 4 

12  3 4 

12  3 4 


a.  The  authority  I have  to  make  decisions  about  content  and  methods  in  the 
courses  I teach 

b.  The  authority  I have  to  make  decisions  about  other  (non-instructional)  aspects  of 
my  job. 

c.  The  authority  I have  to  make  decisions  about  what  courses  I teach 

d.  Time  available  for  working  with  students  as  an  advisor,  mentor,  etc. 

e.  (Quality  of  undergraduate  students  whom  I have  taught  here 

f.  (Quality  of  graduate  students  whom  I have  taught  here 

g.  Teaching  assistance  that  I receive 


42.  How  satisfied  or  dissatisfied  are  you  with  the  following  aspects  of  your  job  at  this  institution? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


Very  Somewhat  Somewhat  Very 
UnaUrfled  Disatlsned  SatisHed  SatisHed 


2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 


a.  My  work  load 

b.  My  job  security 

c.  Opportunity  for  my  advancement  in  rank  at  this  institution 

d.  Time  available  for  keeping  cunent  in  my  field 

e.  Freedom  to  do  outside  consulting 

f.  My  salary 

g.  My  benefits,  generally 

h.  Quality  of  my  research  facilities  and  support 

i.  Research  assistance  that  I receive 

j.  Spouse  or  parmer  employment  c^portunities  in  this  geographic  area 


43.  During  the  next  three  years,  how  likely  is  it  that  you  will  leave  this  job  to  . . . 

• (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 

a.  retire  from  the  labor  force? 

b.  accept  a part-time  job  at  a different  postsecondary  institution? 

c.  accept  a part-time  job  outside  of  postsecondary  education? 

(L  accept  a full-time  job  at  a different  postsecondary  institution? 
c.  accept  a full-time  job  outside  of  postsecondary  education? 

If  you  were  to  leave  your  current  position  in  academia,  to  accept  another  position,  in  academia,  how  important 
would  each  of  the  following  be  in  your  decision?  {CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 

Not  SoBcwbat  \trj 

Importaat  laporUnt  IwporUot 


No»At  S'  rTh»t  Very 
All  Ukdy  L ‘,Jy  Ukdy 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 


1 

1 


2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

,2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 


3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

•y 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 


a.  Salary  level 

b.  Tenure-track/tenured  position 

c.  Job  security 

d.  Opportunities  for  advancement 

e.  Benefits 

f.  No  pressure  to  publish 

g.  Good  research  &cilides  and  equipment 

h.  Good  instructional  facilities  and  equipment 

i.  Excellent  students 

j.  Excellent  colleagues 

k.  Institutional  mission  or  philosophy  that  is  compatible  with  my  own  views 

l.  Good  job  or  job  opportunities  for  my  spouse  or  partner 

m.  Good  geographic  location 

n.  Good  housing 

o.  Good  environment/schools  for  my  children 

p.  A full-time  position 

q.  A part-time  position 

r.  Freedom  to  teach  the  courses  I want 

s.  Greater  opportunity  to  teach 

L Greater  opportunity  to  do  research 
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45.  At  what  age  do  you  think  you  are  most  likely  to  stop  working  at  a postsecondary  institution? 

• (WRITE  IN  AGE) 

1.  Years  of  age 

8.  Don't  know 

46.  If  you  could  elect  to  draw  on  your  retirement  and  still  continue  working  at  your  institution  on  a part-time  basis, 
would  you  do  so?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

3.  Possibly 

8.  Don’t  know 

47.  If  an  early  retirement  option  were  offered  to  you  at  your  institution,  would  you  take  it? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

3.  Possibly 

8.  Don’t  know 

48.  Do  you  plan  to  continue  working  at  a postsecondary  institution  after  age  70? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No  {SKff  TOQDE^ 

8.  Don’t  know 

49.  If  you  plan  to  continue  working  at  a postsecondary  institution  after  age  70,  how  important  are  each  of  the  following 
considerations  to  you  in  making  your  decision?  (WRITE  IN  ONE  NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE) 

12  3 


Not 

biporunt 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

c. 

f. 

g- 

h. 

L 


I I 

Somewhat  Very 

Important  Important 

Financial  reasons 

The  wish  to  continue  teaching 

The  wish  to  continue  reseaich/cieative  endeavors 

Access  to  colleagues 

Access  to  research  facilities 

Access  to  research  grants 

Contact  with  students 

The  wish  to  maintain  a professional  title 

Fear  of  boredom 


j.  0±a  (WRITE  IN). 


50.  At  which  age  do  you  think  you  are  most  likely  to  retire  from  paid  employment? 
(WRITE  IN  ACE) 

1,  Years  ci  age 

8.  Don’t  know 
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SECTION  E.  COMPENSATION 


Note:  Your  responses  to  these  items  as  with  all  other  items  in  this  questionnaire  are  voluntary  and  strictly  confidential,  will  be 
used  only  in  statistical  summaries,  and  will  not  be  disclosed  to  your  institution  or  to  any  individual  or  group.  Furthermore,  all 
information  that  would  permit  identification  of  individuals  or  institutions  will  be  removed  from  the  survey  files. 

51.  For  the  calendar  year  1991,  estimate  your  gross  earnings  before  taxes  from  each  of  the  sources  listed  helow. 

* Please  do  not  record  any  earnings  in  more  than  one  category. 

(IF  NOT  SURE.  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATES;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0.") 


$ 

S 

S 

s 

$ 

s 

s 

$ 

s 

s 

s 

s 

$ 

s 

s 

$ 


Income  from  this  institution: 

a.  Basic  salary 

b.  Other  teaching  at  this  institution  not  included 
in  basic  salary  (e.g.,  for  sununer  session) 

c.  Supplements  not  included  in  basic  salary  (for 
administration,  research,  coaching  sports,  etc.) 

d.  Non-monetary  compensation,  such  as  food,  housing,  car 

(Do  not  include  employee  benefits  such  as  medical,  dental,  or  life  insuraitce) 

e.  Any  other  income  from  this  institution 
Income  from  other  sources: 

f.  Employmrat  at  another  academic  instimtion 

g.  Legal  or  medical  services  or  psychological  counseling 

h.  Outside  consulting,  consulting  business  ot  freelance  work 

i.  Self-owned  business  (other  than  consulting) 

j.  Professional  performances  or  exhibitions 

k.  Speaking  fees,  honoraria 
L Royalties  or  commissions 

m.  Any  other  employment 

n.  Non-monetary  compensation,  such  as  food,  housing,  car 

(Do  not  include  employee  benefits  such  as  medical,  dentaL  or  life  insurance) 

Other  sources  of  earned  income  (WRITE  IN  BELOW): 

o.  

P- 


52.  For  the  calendar  year  1991,  what  was  the  total  combined  income  of  your  household? 
$ Total  combined  household  income 


S3.  For  the  calendar  year  1991,  how  many  dependents  did  you  have,  not  including  yourself?  (A  dependent  b someone 
receiving  at  least  half  of  his  or  her  support  from  you.) 

Number  of  dependents 


SECTION  F.  SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC  CHARACTERISTICS 
54.  Are  you  — 

1.  male,  or 

2.  female? 


55.  In  what  month  and  year  were  you  horn? 

• (WRITE  IN  MONTH  AND  YEAR) 


n 

□ 

1 19 

□ 

□ 

MONTH  YEAR 


56.  What  is  your  race?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

m 

1.  American  Indian  or  Alaska  Native 

2.  Asian  or  Pacific  Islander  (ANSWER  A) ► 

3.  Black 

4.  White 

5.  Other  (WR/TE/N  below; 


57.  Are  you  of  Hispanic  descent? 

• (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

I — 1.  Yes  (ANSWER  A) 

1 No  jSKlPTO 

—*  * A.  What  is  your  Spanish/Hispanic  origin?  If 

more  than  one,  circle  the  one  you  consider  the 
most  important  part  of  your  b^ground. 

1.  Mexican,  Mexican- American,  Chicano 

2.  Cuban,  Cubarx) 

3.  Puerto  Rican,  Puertoniqueno,  or  Bouricuan 

4.  Oi\et  (WRITE  IN  BELOW) 


A.  What  is  your  Asian  or  Pacific  Islander  origin? 
If  more  than  one,  circle  the  one  you  consider 
the  most  important  part  of  your  background. 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Chinese 

2.  Filipino 

3.  Jqiarcse 

4.  Kmean 

5.  Southeast  Asian  (Viemamese,  Laotian, 
Cambodian/Kampuchean,  etc.) 

6.  Pacific  Islander 

7.  Other  (WRITE  IN  BELOW) 


gSKIPTOQPE$TIONi|l 


58.  What  is  your  current  marital  status? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Single,  never  married 

2.  Married 

3.  Living  with  someone  in  a marriage-like  relationship 

4.  Sqiarated 

5.  DivOTced 

6.  Widowed 


ZA2 


59.  In  what  country  were  you  bom? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  USA 

2.  0\ha  (WRITE  IN) 

60.  What  is  your  citizenship  status? 

• (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER ) 


1.  United  States  citizen,  native 

2.  United  States  citizen,  naturalized 

3.  Permanent  resident  of  the  United  States  (immigrant  visa) 


COUNTRY  OF  PRESENT  CITIZENSHIP 

4.  Temporary  resident  of  United  States  (non-immigrant  visa) 

COUNTRY  OF  PRESENT  CITIZENSHIP 


61. 


^ by  your  mother,  your  father,  and  your  spouse  or  partne 

OR  CIRCLE  -DK"  OR  "NA"  FOR  -DON T KNOW"  OR  "NOT^ 


Mother  Father  Spouse  or 
Partner 


0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 

DK 


0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 

DK 


0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 

DK/NA 


a.  Don’t  know/Not  applicable 

b.  Less  than  high  school  diploma 

c.  High  school  diploma 

d.  Some  college 

e.  Associate  degree 

f.  Bachelor’s  degree 

g.  Master’s  degree 

h.  Doctorate  or  professional  degree 

(e.g.,  PhD.,  M.D.,  D.VJ^,  J.D7LX.B.) 

i.  0±a  (WRITE  IN) 


62. 


What  is  the  main  occupation  of  your  spouse  or  partner? 
commission  or  fees.  (WRITE  IN  OCCUPATIONAL  TITLE) 


Count  full-  or  part-time  work  for  wages,  salary. 


NA.  No  spouse  or  partner 


(XCnjPATION  OF  SPOUSE  OR  PARTNER 
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SECTION  G.  ACADENflC  INTERESTS  AND  VALUES 


63.  Overall,  to  what  extent  do  you  feel  you  participate  in  decision  making  concerning  academic  issues  and/or  program 
involvement  at  this  institution?  (WRITE  IN  ONE  NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE) 


1 2 3 4 


Not  At  Very  To  Some  To  A Great 

All  Little  Extent  Extent 


Extent  to  which 
you  are  involved 
at  this  institution 


a.  Selection  of  academic  courses  and 
programs 

b.  Degree  requirements 

c.  Admission  standards  and  retention  plans 

d.  Departmental  budgeting 

e.  Institutional  budgeting 

f.  Departmental  policies,  including  selection 
of  faculty,  d^)artment  chair,  and  tenuring 
of  faculty 

g.  Selection  of  senior  academic  leadership 


h.  Representation  on  Board  of  Trustees 


i.  Athletic  policies 

j.  Institutional  long-range  plaiming 


25 


Please  indicate  the  extent  to  which  you  agree  or  disagree  with 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  STATEMENT) 


each  of  the 


following  statements. 


W«»gree  Dlagrce  Agree  Agree 

Stroaglj  Scmewtaat  Sonewkat  Stroogty 


1 2 3 


1 2 3 


1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 


1 2 3 

1 2 3 


1 2 3 


1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 


1 2 3 


1 2 3 


4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 


a.  Promotion  of  college  teachers  should  be  based  at  least  in  part  on  formal 
evaluations  by  students. 

b.  Teaching  effectiveness  should  be  the  i»imary  criterion  for  promotion  of 
college  teachers. 

c.  Research/publications  should  be  the  primary  criterion  for  promotion  of 
college  teachers. 

d.  Expression  of  ideas  in  an  academic  institution  should  be  unconstrained  by 

culture  or  gender  sensitivities.  ^ 

e.  CoUwtive  braining  is  likely  to  bring  overall  higher  salaries  and  improved 
benefits  for  faculty. 

f.  The  amount  of  private  consulting  by  faculty  should  be  restricted  by  the 
institution. 

g.  It  is  important  to  encourage  students  to  cwisider  a career  in  higher 
education. 

h.  The  administrative  furiction  is  taking  an  increasingly  heavy  share  of 
available  resources  at  this  institution. 

i.  At  this  institutibn,  research  is  rewarded  mwe  than  teaching. 

j.  This  institution  has  serious  financial  problems. 

k.  Qualifications  should  be  relaxed  in  hiring  minority  faculty  at  this  institution. 

l.  My  department/^wogram  has  had  to  live  with  more  than  its  fair  share  of 
budget  restraints  over  the  psst  seversd  years. 

m.  Most  undergraduates  at  this  institution  only  do  enough  to  just  "get  by." 

n.  State  rnandated  assessment  requirements  will  improve  the  quality  a[ 

undergraduate  education.  . . 

0.  Fully  qualified  minority  faculty  should  be  preferentially  hired  at  this 
msotudon.  .t  « uua 


p.  That  should  be  preferential  hiring  for  fuUy  qualified  female  faculty  at  this 

uisouiuon.  j uuo 

q.  If  I had  it  to  do  over  again.  I would  still  choose  an  aradPtnic  career. 

r.  I ain  m^  enthusiastic  about  my  work  now  than  I was  when  I began  my 


S. 


Special  consideration  in  promotion  decisions  should  be 
faculty. 


given  to  female 


L 


Special  consideration  in  promotion  decisions  should  be 
faculty. 


given  to  mintvity 


65.  Please  indicate  your  opinion  regarding  whether  each  of  the  following  has  worsened,  improved,  or  stayed  the  same 
in  recent  years  at  this  institution.  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


SUyed  Have 

Worsened  ttie  nine  Improved  no  idea 

1 2 3 8 

12  3 8 

12  3 8 

12  3 8 

12  3 8 

12  3 8 

12  3 8 

12  3 8 


a.  The  preparedness  of  entering  undergraduate  students  in  higher  education 

b.  The  preparedness  of  graduate  students  in  my  field 

c.  The  quality  of  suidents  who  choose  to  pursue  academic  careers  in  my  field 

d.  The  opportunities  junior  faculty  have  for  advancement  in  my  field 

e.  The  professional  competence  of  individuals  entering  my  academic  field 

f.  The  ability  of  this  institution  to  meet  the  educational  needs  of  entering 
^dents 

g. .  The  quality  of  und^graduate  education  at  this  institution 

h.  The  atmosphere  for  free  expression  of  ideas 


THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  YOUR  PARTICIPATION 


Please  fill  in  how  long  it  took  you  to  complete  the  questionnaire. 
□ minutes 


Return  this  completed  questionnaire  in  the  enclosed  prepaid  envelope  to: 


National  Opinion  Research  Center  (4552) 
University  of  Chicago 
1155  East  60th  Street 
Chicago,  Illinois  60637 


NORC 

4452 

4/92 


GIVING  US  FEEDBACK  ON  THE  FACULTY  QUESTIONNAIRE 

BeftMB  a questionnaire  can  be  used  in  a study,  it  must  first  be  carefully  tested  to  ensure  that  all  of  the 
quesdons  are  clear  and  easily  understood  by  the  person  completing  it.  We  would  like  you  to  provide  us 
with  feedback  about  the  quesdonnaire.  Please  take  some  time  now  to  review  the  quesdons  and  your 
answers. 

• If  the  general  meaning  of  a quesdon  was  unclear  to  you,  please  circle  the  quesdon  number. 

• If  there  were  specific  words  or  phrases  in  a quesdon  that  did  not  make  sense  to  you,  please  circle 
the  words  or  phrases. 

• If  any  of  the  answers  to  a quesdon  did  not  make  sense  to  you,  please  circle  those  answers. 

• Use  the  margins  next  to  a quesdon  or  answer  to  provide  us  with  your  feedback  about  quesdons, 
quesdon  wording,  or  any  other  problems  that  you  encountered  in  answering  a quesdon.  Please  be 
as  cridcal  as  you  like;  feel  free  to  use  the  reverse  side  of  this  page  for  any  other  comments  you 
have  about  the  quesdons  or  the  study. 

Your  help  is  gready  appreciated.  Your  feedback  will  ensure  that  this  quesdonnaire,  and  the  data  derived 
from  it,  will  be  sciendfically  sound. 


LABEL 
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OMB:  No.  I&<ia4>608 
ExpiratloQ  Date:  12/93 


U^.  Department  of  Education 
Office  of  Educational  Research  and  Improvement 

I 


National  Center  for  Education  Statistics 


1993  NATIONAL  STUDY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY 

PUotTest 


FACULTY  REINTERVIEW 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

I 


All  infonnatioii  on  this  form  wiD  be  kept  confidential  and  will  not  be 

or  released  to  your  institntioa  or  any  other  group  or  IndividnaL 


Co>sponsored  by:  National  Science  Foundation 

National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities 


Contractor: 


National  Opinion  Research  Center  (NORC) 

University  of  Chicago 

1155  East  60th  Street 

Chicago,  Illinois  60637 

Toll-Free  Numbo^  1-800-733-NORC 


• r 


NATIONAl.  STUDY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY:  / 

FACULTY  REtNTERVIEW  " 


During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  did  you  have  any  instructional  duties  at  (INSnTUTION) 

such  as  teaching  one  or  more  courses,  or  advising  or  supervising  studoits'  academic  activities?  (CODE  ONE) 


1.  Yes  (ASK  A) 


2.  No 


taroDE  O5MPARIS0N  OFRESPOi^  wiraRESPCWSE  IN 

SAQ  OR  INTTIALINIERVIEW: 

:.  ■ •l..  MATCH  , 

^ 2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON) 

. ' ■ - :V'.'  .. 

•• 

. > • 

P.;  ..  . . . ......  • • 

' . . ..'  :■  ••  V.: \ ' 

. : ' . ' . ^-L.'  : ...  . 

A.  During  the  1991  FaD  Term  at  (INSnTUTION),  we  aO  or  some  of  your  instmctioiial  dntks  related  to 
• for>credit  courses,  were  afl  of  your  instructional  dnties  related  to  teaching  nonaedlt  coorses,  or 

did  you  not  teach  any  courses?  (CODE  ONE) 


1.  All  of  your  instructional  duties  were  rdated  to  fo-credit  courses 

2.  Some  of  your  instructional  duties  were  related  to  for-cxedit  courses 

3.  AU  of  your  instructional  duties  were  related  to  nonoedit  courses 

4.  Did  not  teach  any  courses 


AVAILABLE 


r Now  I’m  going  to  read  a list  of  activities.  After  I read  the  entire  list,  please  tell  me  which  one  was  your 
prmdpal  activity  at  (INSTmmOhO  during  the  1991  Fall  Term.  If  you  had  equal  responsibaities.  nlease 
select  one.  (READ  CATEGORIES;  CODE  ONE)  «=».  P ease 

1.  Teaching 

2.  Research 

3.  Technical  acrivirics,  such  as  programmer,  technidan,  etc, 

4.  Clinical  service 

5.  Community^ublic  service 

6.  Administration 

7.  Other,  such  as  subsidized  performer,  artist*iii-residence,  etc. 

8.  On  sabbatical  from  (INSTll  UTION) 


CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INITIAL  INTERVIEW:: 

, L MATCH  ..•■■■ik ' 

2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY:  REASON) 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


2 


14.  What  is  the  name  of  your  prindpal  field  or  discipline  of  teaching?  (RECORD  VERBATIM) 

NA.  NOT  APPLICABLE  

NAME  OF  PRINCIPAL  FIELD/DISCIPLINE 

CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INITIAL  INTERVIEW: 

■ U MATCH  . .. 

2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON) 


CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDYIaIO)  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES 


AGRICULTURE  COMPUTER  SCIENCE 


101 

.102 

Agribusiness  & Agricultsstl  Ptoductkm  * ‘ ^ ^ , 

AgricuituraL  AnixtuL  Food*  & Plant 

:20i 

•202 

Computer  & Infarm  arinn  Sciences 
Conipttier  Programming 

• : Sciences  , 

203 

Data  ftooessmg 

103 

iRenewable  Kanffal  Kesouxoesr  tnchidxng 

.204 

• Systems  Analysis 

Conservadon,  Fishing.  & Foresay 

; .210 

Other  Computer  Science  / 

ilo 

Other  Agriculture  'S  s 

•vi : ! ; ^ 

EDUCATION 

ARCHITECTURE  A ENVIRONMENTAL  DESIGN 

221 

Education.  General 

121 

Aichitecoire  & Environxnenul  Design. 

.222 

Basie  Skills 

122 

Gty.  Conununity.  & Regional  Planning' 

223 

Bllingual/Cross-cuItural  Education 

123 

Interior  Design 

. 224- 

Cunkuhim  Sl  Instrucrion  • 

124 

. Land  Use  Management  Reclamatiaa  

. Education  Adminiscration  * 

130 

■ Other  Arch*  & Ezrvironmcntal  Design  . • . 

226 

:::  : Education  Evaluation  & Research 

227 

;::Educatioiial  Psyc^ 

141 

ART 

228 

Special  Education 

Art  History  & Apprecianan 

229 

; ; Student  Counseling  & PeoonnellSvcs; ;; 

142 

Crafts 

230 

Other  Education 

143 

144 

Dance 

Design  (other  chan  Arch,  or  Interior)' 

TEACHER  EDUCATION 

145 

Dramatic  Arts 

241 

; : Pre-Elentemary 

146 

HlmAns 

242 

: Elementary : 

147 

Fine  Arts 

243 

Secondary 

148 

Music 

244 

■ Adult  & Continuing 

149 

Music  History  & Appreciation 

245 

; Other:  General  Teacher  Ed;  ^ Programs  ::x 

150 

Other  Visual  & Perf onning  Arts  

250 

Teacher  Education  in  Specific  Subjects: 

BUSINESS 

ENGINEERING 

161 

Accounting 

261 

i:  Engineering.  General. 

162 

Banking  & Hnance 

262 

y Gvil  Engmeerixig 

163 

Business  Administratioo  &,  Management  * * 

263 

Eloctricil; . Electronics. 

164 

Business  Adtnixustxmtive  Support  (e;g^  Bbokknepingi;: : > > 

Communication  Engmecring:: 

165 

Office  Management.  Secretarial) 

264 

; Mechanical  Engineering 

Human  Resources  Development 

265 

: : Qiemicai  Engineering 

166 

Organizational  Briiavior 

270 

Other  Engineering 

,167 

Marketing  & Distribution 

280 

V Engmeering^Rekted  Techinlogies  v 

170 

Other  Business 

COMMUNICATIONS  ■ ' .* 

181 

: Advertising 

.182 

Broadcasting  & jQumallgfq. 

183 

...  Cbmmuiucatioris  Research 

.184 

Communication  Technologic 

.190 

: -Other  Commuxiications 

o 3 ■ ^5  2 

^ BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


291 

ENGUSH  AND  LTTERATURE 
English,  General 

292 

Composidon  4k  Creadve  Writing 

293 

American  Literature 

294 

295 

296 

297 

English  Literature 
Linguisdes 

Speech,  Debate,  4k  Forensics 
English  as  a Second  Language 

300 

English,  Other 

311 

FORHGN  LANGUAGES  . 

OuneM  (Mandarin.  Cmtoaes^  or  Otho-  Q&nese) 

312 

French 

313 

German 

..  ■ .f..  ■ . 

314 

Italian 

315 

Latin 

316 

Japanese 

317 

Other  Asian 

318 

. Russian  or  Other  Slavic 

319 

Spanish 

320 

: Other  Foreign  Languages 

331 

HEALTH  SCIENCES 

. Allied  Health  Technologies  it  Services  ' ' 

332 

Dendstzy 

333 

Health  Services  AHm  i nimn x.: 

334 

Medicine,  mcluding  Pkychiatzy  ' - - 

335 

Nursing 

336 

Pharmacy 

337 

Public  Health 

338 

Veterinary  Medicine 

340 

Other  Health  Sciences 

350 

HOME  ECONOMICS 

.*  * • ' • • ! 

360 

•INDUSTRIAL  ARTS 

370 

tAW 

380 

LIBRARY  & ARCHIVAL  SCIENCES 

391 

^ NATURAL  SCIENCES. 

: Life  or  Physical  Sciences;  Geno»l:- 

392 

Astronomy 

393 

Biology 

394 

; Botany 

395 

.Chemistry 

396 

. Geologic^  Sciences 

397 

•Physics 

398 

Physiology 

399 

Zoology 

400 

Other  Natural  Sciences 

410 

: mathematics 

420 

STATISTICS 

430 

military  STUDIES 

A40 

multi/interdisciplinary  STUDIES 

450 

PARKS  & recreation 

460 

PHILOSOPHY 

470 

religion  & THEOLOGY 

480  PSYCHOLOGY 

. 490 : PROTECTIVE  SERVICES  Criminal  Jusdcr^  Kirc 

Protecdon) 

500  PUBLIC  AFFAIRS  (c.g^  Community  Scrvic«,  Public 
Admxnistradon,  Public  Works^  Social  Work) 

510  SCIENCE  TECHNOLOGIES  ^ 

SOCIAL  SCIENCES 

521  Social  Scknoes,  Gcnenl 

522  Anxfarupology 

523  Archeology 

' 524  Area  & Ethnic  Soadies 

525  Demography 

526  Economics 

. ‘527  Geogr^y  ^ ' 

328  History 

529  Iittemational  Reladcms 

530  Potidcal  Science  & GovenszrenL 

531  Sociology 

340  Other  Soda!  Sciences 

VOCATIONAL  TRAINING 

CONSTRUCnONTRADES  . 

601  Carpentry 

602  Electrician 

603  Phmhtng^ 

610  Other  Construction  Trades 

CONSUMER,  PERSONAL.  & MISC  SERVICES' 

• 621  Personal  Services  (e^^  Barfaexing,  Cosmetology) 

630  Other  Consumer  Sendees 

MECHANICS  AND  REPAIRERS 
' 64!  Electrical  & Electronics  Eqaqxnent  Repair 

^ Re&igeradoii  Mochanks 

. & Repairers 

643  Vehicle  & Mobile  Equipmem  Mechaincs  A Repasers^-^^^^^ 

644  Other  Mechanics  A Repairers 

. PREasION  PRODUCTION 
. 661  Draftxng. 

662  Graphic  Prhu  Cbminuiiicatidns 
663*  Leatherworkzng:  4k  Upholstering 

664  Ptecision  Metal  Woric 

665  -Woodworiiig.. : 

670  Other  Precision  Production  Woric. 

TRANSPORTATION  AND  MATERIAL  MOVING 
, 68I>^:;^^;  (cig.,  Pilotm^  Traffic  CoxitxoL  Ffigfat 

Attendancf  I Aviadon  Management) 

682  Land  Vehicle  4k  Equipment  Operatiort 
oi : : (eg^  Boat  4k : Fishing-  Qpexanonsi"  r?  = 
. Deep  Water  Diving,  Marina  Operations;  Sailors  8k 
Deckhands)  * 

690  Other  Transportation  A Material  Moving 

900  OTHER  (IF  YOU  USE  THIS  CODE,  BE  SURETO 
WRITE  IN  A COMPLETE  DESCRIPTION 
AT  QUESTIONS  I4.2S,  IS  OR  23) 
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18.  Now  I’m  going  to  ask  about  the  last  degree  or  other  formal  award  that  you  hold. 


CODES  FOR  TYPE  OF  DEGREE:  . 

■ 1 Certificate,  dtphxniVcr  degreeVfor  compledon  .of  undergraduate  program  of  at  least  1 year  but  less  than  2 
years  in  length  .••••  ■ 

2 Associate’s  degree  or  eqnivalent 

3 diploma,  ot  d^ree  for  completion  of  undergrathiate  pnjgiM  of  more  than  2 years  but  less  than 
. . ..  4 years  in  length. 

4.  Bachelor’s  degree  or  equivakDt  . 

. 5 Master’s  degree  or  equivalent 

6 Doctoral  degree  (PhJJ^EtLD-.  etc) 

7 Professional  degree  (MJ).,  DI>.S...m.»  etc.)  ' ^ i 


A.  B. 

Not  counting  any  In 

honorary  degree,  what  what  year 

was  the  last  degree  did  you 

or  award  you  receive 

received?  Did  you  it? 

receive  (a/an). . . 

(READ 

CATEGORIES; 

CODE  ONE.) 


D. 

What  was  the  name  of  the 
field  in  which  yon  received 
that  (degree  or  award)? 


What  was  the  name  of  insdtntion 
and  dty  and  state/country  of 
institution  [where  you  received 
that  (degree  or  award)]? 


(LAST) 


19. 


CODE  COMPARISCM4  OF  RESPONSE  WITEf  RESPONSE  IN  OR  INITIAL  INTERVIEW: 

1.  MATCH  '. 

2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON) 


5 


19.  Next  I’m  going  to  ssk  about  the  last  significau  and  main  iob  that  you  held  previous  to  your  current  posidon  at 

(INSmunON)- 

. Do  not  give  a promodoo  in  rank  at  one  place  of  enploynent  as  a difTeroit  job. 

. Do  not  include  a temporary  posidon  or  work  as  a graduate  student. 


A.  What  year  did  you  begin  and 
leave  your  main  Job  previous  to 
your  current  positfoo  at 
(INSTmmON)? 

FROM: 

TO: 

LAST  0 

PREVIOUS  1 
MAIN  JOB  1 

19 1 

19 1 

B.  What  was  the  employment  sector 
for  that  Job?  Was  it  (a/an) . . . 
(READ  CATEGORIES  AND  CODE 
ONE) 

(CODE  ONE) 

Dodoimi  degree  grmimg  umvenity  or 
college,  mdudxng  professioiui  sch^ls 

1 

Other  4-yeer  college  or  umvenity 

2 

2-year  postsecondazy  mdaxAan 

3 

Le»-cluBi-2-year  posoecondary 
msdtotion 

4 

Elememazy  or  secondary  school 

S 

Hospitai  or  other  healdi  care  or  clinical^ 

teoing 

6 

Consulting,  freelance  work,  or  self- 
owned  business 

’ 

Foundation  or  other  nonprofit 
organization 

8 1 

For-profit  bosines  or  mdusny  in  the 
private  seciDr 

9 1 

Federal  government  position,  inclutfing 
militaxy.  or  state  or  local  government 

10  B 

Other  place 

1 

A.  CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE 

WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INTHAL 
INTERVIEWr.  . 

' U MATCH 

>2.  NOT AMATCH (SPECIbY REASObO 


>B..  . 

CODE  COI^ARIS^  OF  RESPONSE 

WITH  RESPONSE , IN  SAQ  OR  INITIAL 

' EiTrERVIEW:  ' ' , 

* 

' L<  MATCH.  / 

; 2L.  KOTA  MATCH  ^PECIFYREASC^/  ’ 

'A* 

BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 

■ 255 


6 


20. 


The  next  question  is  about  articles  you  have  published;  and  reports,  presentations,  exhibitions,  or  performances 
you  have  given.  For  publications,  please  include  only  works  that  have  been  accepted  for  publication.  Do  not 
count  multiple  presentations/publications  of  the  same  work  more  than  once.  (READ  CATEGORIES,  THEN  ASK 
FOR  TOTALS.)  (First/next) . . . (ENTER  A NUMBER  OR  "(T  FOR  EACH  CATEGORY.) 

A.  B. 

How  many  How  many  total 
(a/k/I)  in  the  (a/k/I)  during 

past  2 years?  your  career? 

a.  articles  have  you  published  in  refereed  professional  or  trade  journals 

k.  presentations  at  conferences,  workshops,  etc  have  you  made 

L exhibitions  or  perfomances  in  the  fine  or  applied  arts  have  you  given 

a.  CODE  COMPARISON  GP  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INTHAL 
INTERVIEW:. 

L MATCH 

2.  NOT  A MATCH  (OTOFY  REASON) 


• k.  CODE  COMPARISON.  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RE^ONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INITIAL 
INTERVIEW: 

Wi|l|Mi|CT||igig|||i|j|||i^^ 

2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON) 


L CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INTHAL 
INTERVIEW: 

2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASC»Q 
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BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


22.  During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  what  was  the  total  number  of  classes  you  taught  at  (INSTITimON)? 
(ENTER  A NUMBER  OR  "0."  IF  "0"  ENTERED.  SKIP  TO  QUESDON  29.  OTHERWISE.  ASK  A.) 

Number  of  classes 

A.  How  many  of  those  were  for-credit? 

Number  of  for-oedit  classes? 


22.  CODE  COMPARISON  OF  . RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INITIAL 
INTERVIEW:  ... 

2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON)  . 


22A.  CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INITIAL 
INTERVIEW: 

. L MATCH 

li;  . . 2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON) 


^57 
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23. 


The  next  questions  ask  about  each  for-credit  class  or  section  that  you  taught  at  (INS'I  iTUTlON)  during  the  1991 
Fail  Term.  ^ not  include  noncredit  courses  or  individualized  instruction,  such  as  independent  study,  or  individual 
one-on-one  performance  classes. 

If  you  taught  multiple  sections  of  the  same  course,  count  them  as  separate  classes,  but  do  not  include  the  lab  section 
of  the  course  as  a separate  class.  For  each  class,  tell  me  the  name  for  the  academic  discipUne  of  the  class. 


' •;  :sBTOWictAsi'''f  ^ 

A«  (During  the  1991  Fall  Tens)  what  was  the  name  of  the 

• academic  discipline  for  the  (flrst/ncxt)  class? 

B*  (2)  How  many  hours  did  that  class  meet  per  week? 

• 

(4)  How  many  students  were  enrolled  In  that  class? 

• 

C In  that  class,  what  was  the  primary  level  of  students? 

(CODE  ONE) 

(CODE  ONE) 

• (READ  CATEGORIES  AND  CODE  ONE) 

Lower  division  students  (first  or  second  year  postsecoodary) 

1 

1 

Upper  division  students  (third  or  fourth  year  postsecoodary) 

2 

2 

Graduate  or  any  other  po8t*baccalaureatc  students 

3 

3 

Other  students 

4 

4 

TOTAL  # OF  CLASSES 

CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INITIAL  INTERVIEW: 
1-  MATCH 

2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFYREASON) 


; CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INm/0-  INTERVIEW;. 
U MATCH 

2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIPy  REASON) 


9 
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^'-1  .'  TEORD 'class 

FOURTH  CLASS 

. FIFTH.  CLASS 

'SEOR CLASS  ' ' i 

(CODE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 

(CODE  ONE) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

(CODE  ONE) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

(CODE  ONE) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

CODE  COMPARISON  OFRESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INITIAL  JNIERVI] 
:.  1.  MATCH 

; 2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SreCIFY  REASON) 

iW: 

■■ 

: . CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INITIAL  INTERVIEW; . .. 
MATCH 

: . r NOT  A MATCH  (^CIFY  REASON) 
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29. 


During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  were  you  engaged  in  any  funded  research  or  creative  endeavors?  Include  any 
grants,  contracts  or  institutional  awards.  Do  not  indude  consulting  services. 


1.  Yes 


2.  No 


CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITHRESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INTTIAE  INTERVIEW:: 
1...  MATCH. 


2.,  NOT  A MATCH  (SPEOpy  REAS6^Q:  ' • 


30.  The  next  questions  are  ah^t  the  grants  and  contracts  for  whidi  yon  were  a Prindpal  Investigator,  PI,  or 
Prindpal  Investigator,  Co*PI,  during  the  1991  Fan  Term. 


A. 

How  many  grants,  contraett,  or  awards  were 
from. . . (ENTER  NUM6ER  OR 

C 

What  were  the  total 
funds  for  1991-92 
academic  year  from 
that  source? 

(1)  Federal  Government  | 

0 

□ 
L Non 

8 

S 

(2)  State  or  local  government  | | 

Ol  Non 

r 

8 

S 

(3)  Foundations  or  other  non-  i | 

profit  organizations  I 

0.  Non 

t 

s 

(4)  For-profit  business  or  p i ^ 

irdQs&y  in  the  private  1 1 

sector  1 i 

Ol  None 

s 

(5)  (INSTITUTION)  | | ^ 

0.  None 

s 

(6)  Other  sources  (What  were 

they?) 

).  None 

s 

c 

best  copy  available 
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ERIC 

MMiaffltRaiSLiiiJ 


30(1)  CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INITIAL  INTERVIEW; 

1.  MATCH  . 

2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON) 


30(2)  CODE  COMPAWSON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INTIIAE:  INTERV^ 

i,.'match  / ' : 

Z NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON) 


s30(3)  sii  CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INITIAL  INTERVIEW;; 
Z NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON) 


30(4)  CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INTTIAL  INTERVIEW: 
U MATCH 

2,  NOT  A MATCH  (SPEC3FY  REASON} 


30(5)  CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INIHAL  INTERVIEW: 

|g:MAT^f5|||i||iS^ 

Z NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON) 


30(6)  CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  INTI^  INTERVIEW: 
U MATCH 

Z NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON)  . . 


37*  Now  Fm  going  to  ask  some  questions  about  bow  you  spent  your  time  during  the  1991  Fall  Term*  On  the  averag 
• how  many  hours  per  week  did  you  spend  in  (ACTTVTTY)  during  the  1991  FaU  Term? 

Average  number  hours  per  week 
during  the  1991  Fall  Term 

a.  All  activities  at  (INSTirUTION).  including  teaching*  research*  administration*  etc. 

b.  Any  other  paid  activities,  such  as  consulting,  wtxidng  on  other  jobs 

c.  Unpaid  or  pro  bono  professional  service  activities 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


2G2 
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M. 


The  next  question  is  about  what  percentage  of  those  (Q  NUMBER)  hours  you  spent  during  the  1991  Fall  Term  in 
teaching,  professional  growth,  research  or  scholarship  and  in  non<teaching  activities  snch  as  administration  or 
service.  As  I ask  you  about  each  activity,  make  note  of  the  percentage;  the  numbers  you  give  me  for  all  activities 
should  add  up  to  100%.  (First/Next),  I will  ask  about  (four  teachine/two  professiottal  arowtfa/four  research  or 
scholarship/^  non*teaching)  activities.  The  different  categories  are  (READ  CATEGORIES).  What  percentage  of 
the  (Q  J7  NUMBER)  hours  each  week  did  you  spend  in. . . (READ  EACH  CATEGORY  AND  ENTER  % IF  NONE 
ENTER  "0.") 

FaU  1991 

Percentage  of  Working 

Hours  Spent 

TEACHING 

% a.  Teaching,  grading  papers,  preparing  courses 

% b.  Developing  new  curricula 

% c.  Advising  or  supervising  students  (not  counting  working 

with  snidem  aganizadons  or  intramural  athletics) 

% d.  Working  with  student  txganizations  or  intramural  athletics 

PROFESSIONAL  GROWTH 

% e.  Taking  courses,  pursuing  an  advanced  degree 

% f.  Other  professional  development  activiaes,  such  as 
practice  cs  activiaes  to  remain  current  in  your  field 


RESEARCH/SCHOLARSHIP 

.%  g.  Research,  that  is  time  spent  in  activiaes  that  will  lead  to  a concrete  product, 
such  as  an  article,  grant  proposal,  software  development,  etc. 

.%  h.  Reviewing  or  ineparing  articles  ot  books;  artwiding 

or  preparing  for  professional  meetings  or  conferences;  reviewing  proposals 

.%  L Seeking  outside  fimding,  including  proposal  writing 

,%  j.  Giving  performances  or  exhibiaoas  in  the  fine  ot  applied  arts,  or  giving  speeches 

ADMINISTRATTVE/SERVICE/OTHER  NON-TEACHING 

.%  k.  Admmistranve  activiaes,  including  paperwork,  staff  sopervisioo, 
serving  tm  in-house  committees  such  as  the  academic  senate,  etc. 

.%  L Providing  legal  or  medical  services  or  psychological 
counseling  to  clients  or  patients 

.%  m.  Outside  consulting  or  fieelance  work,  working  at  a self-owned  business 

.%  n.  Paid  or  unpaid  community  or  puUic  service,  civic,  religious,  etc. 

.%  0.  Service  to  professional  sodedes/associations 

.%  p.  Any  other  non-teaching  aedvides?  (What 


CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  WITH  RESPONSE  IN  SAQ  OR  iNmALJNTERVIEW:. 
1.  MATCH 

2-.  NOT  A MATCH  (SreCIFY  REASON) 


The  next  questions  are  about  compensation. 

Your  responses  on  these  items,  as  with  all  other  items  in  this  interview  are  voluntary  and  strictly  confidential,  win  be  used 
only  in  statistical  summaries,  and  will  not  be  disclosed  to  your  institution  or  to  any  individual  or  group.  Furthermore,  aU 
information  that  would  permit  identification  of  individuals  or  institutions  will  be  removed  from  the  survey  fQes. 

51.  For  the  calendar  year  1991,  estimate  your  gross  earnings  before  taxes  from  . . . 

• (READ  SOURCES  AND  ENTER  AMOUNT  OR  "0”  FOR  EACH.) 

$ a.  baqg  salary  from  (INSnTUTION) 

$ h.  outside  consulting,  consulting  business  ac  freelance  woik 

; a.  CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE'  WITH  RESPC»iSE  IN  SAQ  OR'  INTIIAL 
INTERVIEW: 

,1.  MATCH  ,• 

i NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON>  , ' 


;=  b.  CODE  COMPARISON  OF  RESPONSE  'WITH  RE^NSE  IN  SAQ.  OR  INITIAL 


INTERVIEW: 

■ I.  MATCH 

2.  NOT  A MATCH  (SPECIFY  REASON) 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 
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1993  NSOPF  Institution  Questionnaire— Pilot  Test 


OMB:  No.  18S0-O608 
Expiration  Date:  U/93 


U.S.  Department  of  Education 
Office  of  Educational  Research  and  Improvement 


National  Center  for  Education  Statistics 


1993  NATIONAL  STUDY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY 

Pilot  Test 


INSTITUTION 

QUESTIONNAIRE 


All  information  on  this  form  wili  be  kept  confidential  and  will  not  be 
disclosed  or  released  to  your  institution  or  any  other  group  or  individuaL 


Co*sponsored  by: 
Contracton 


O 

FRir 


National  Science  Foundation 
National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities 

National  Opinion  Research  Center  (NORC) 

University  of  Chicago 

1155  East  60th  Street 

Chicago,  Illinois  60637 

Toll-Free  Number:  1.800-733-NORC 


NATIONAL  STUDY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY 
INSTITUTION  questionnaire 

General  Instructions 

This  coTTiprehensive  (Questionnaire  was  designed  to  obtain  information  about  full~  and  part-time  instructional  personnel  as 
well  as  non-instructional  faculty  in  2-  and  4-year  postsecondary  institutions  of  all  types  and  sizes.  Please  read  each 
question  carefully  and  follow  all  instructions.  Some  of  the  questions  may  not  appear  to  fit  your  institution  precisely:  if 
you  have  a response  other  than  those  listed  for  a particular  question,  write  in  that  response. 

If  your  insdtution  has  multiple  campuses,  answer  only  for  the  campus  named  in  the  label  on  the  back  of  the  question- 
naire. 

If  you  have  any  questions  about  how  to  proceed  if  your  institution  has  both  lay  faculty  and  those  assigned  by  a religious 
order,  or  if  you  have  other  questions,  please  call  HORC  toll-free  at  1 -800-733-NORC. 

Instructions  for  Completing  the  Questionnaire 

Section  I pertains  to  instrucdonal  faculty  and  other  instructional  personnel.  Section  II  asks  for  information  about  non- 
instructional  faculty.  In  both  sections,  quesdons  should  be  answered  for  full-time  and  part-dme  personnel.  For  the 
quesdons  that  ask  about  tninority  faculty  or  other  staff,  include  personnel  who  are  American  Indian  or  Alaska  Natives, 
Asian  or  Pacific  Islander,  Black,  or  Hispanic.  For  the  quesdons  about  female  faculty  or  other  stcff,  include  persons  that 
have  already  been  counted  as  minority  stcff. 

Many  questions  ask  about  the  status  of  your  institution  during  the  1991  Fall  Term.  By  this,  we  mean  whatever  academic 
term  was  in  progress  on  October  15,  1991. 

Most  questions  ask  you  to  fill  in  informadon;  write  in  the  number  in  the  space  provided.  Other  questions  ask  you  to 
circle  a number  to  indicate  your  response:  circle  the  number  in  front  of  the  response,  and  not  the  response  itself. 

Please  keep  track  of  who  fills  out  this  questionnaire  and  how  long  it  takes:  record  that  irformadon  on  pages  17 •IB. 
Mailing  instructions  for  the  completed  questionnaire  are  on  page  17. 

^^CnON  I:  jNSTRUCriONAL  FACULTY  OTHER  INSTRUCTIONAL  PERS^ 

In  this  section,  we  ait  asking  about  any  personnel  at  your  institution  who  had  instructional  duties  (e.g.,  teaching  one  or 
more  courses,  advising  students,  or  supervising  students’  academic  activities)  during  the  1991  Fall  Term. 

Include: 

• administrative  personnel  or  researchers  whose  regular  assignments  include  instruction 

• permanent  and  temporary  personnel  who  have  any  instructional  duties,  including  those  who 
have  adjunct,  acting,  or  visiting  status 

• any  instructional  personnel  on  sabbatical  leave  from  your  institution 
Do  not  include  the  following  exceptions: 

• teaching  assistants  or  post  doctoral  appointments 

• temtxyarv  replacements  for  instructional  personnel  on  sabbatical  leave 

• instructional  personnel  on  leave  withourpay 

• military  personnel  who  teach  only  ROTC  courses 

• instructional  personnel  teaching  outside  the  U.S.  (but  not  on  sabbatical  leave) 

L During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  how  many  personnel  at  your  institution,  as  defined  above,  had  any 

* instructional  duties?  Count  both  full-time  and  part-time  personnel.  (WRITE  IN  NUMBER) 

Number  of  personnel  with  instructional  duties 

2.  How  many  of  this  number  had  faculty  status  during  the  1991  Fall  Term?  (WRITE  IN  NUMBER) 

Number  of  instructional  personnel  with  faculty  status 


267 


I 


1“  ‘‘“n  about  instructional  personnel,  please  answer  for  both  ruU-time  (F/D  and  p^-time  (P/T)  personnel 

IF  an  i^tnictional  personnel  have  faculty  status,  fiU  in  only  the  "INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY"  columns  in  iu  section 

>^STj,vcr,oyAL  fEj,somELrcciu,^ 


3. 


Please  provide  the  following  information  about  staff  changes  between  the  1990  and  1991  Fall  Terms 
(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0") 


INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY 


OTHER 

INSTRUCTIONAL 

PERSONNEL 


P/T''|-: 

i :'i: -V . '•=  v!‘! ' ' i( i" • ' Til  ‘ 1 T-T' “ . •'"f-  ‘ ‘ 1 •■•••• . •’ ’ - T- : i •w  ••  •' •' ' T'-i-*’ ' ' '■■■ " : 

■ •-.•-••■F/T  - PIT  ■ 

= = 

(1)  Total  staff  during  1990  Fall  Term 

• 

(2)  Of  the  total  staff,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

• 

(b)  Female 

• 



— 

(3)  Number  who  retired  between  the  beginning  of  the  1990  Fall 
• Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Tenn 

(4)  Of  the  above  number,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female 



:: 

(5)  Number  who  left  for  other  reasons  between  the  beginning  of 
• the  1990  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fail  Term 

(6)  Of  the  above  number,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female 



(7)  Number  of  staff  at  the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Tenn  who 
• were  hired  since  the  beginning  of  the  1990  Fall  Tcim 

(8)  Of  the  above  number,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female 

(c)  Hired  from  other  academic  insdtudons 

(d)  Hired  from  non- academic  organizations 

— — 

BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 
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4. 


How  many  of  each  of  the  following  instructional  positions  did  your  institution  have  during  the  1991  Fall  term? 
If  there  are  no  academic  ranks  at  your  institution,  complete  only  line  6 ("other"). 

{WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  UNE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  “0.") 


INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY 


OTHER 

INSTRUCTIONAL 

PERSONNEL 


A.  B. 


C.  D. 


m 


P/T 


F/T 


P/T 


TOTAL  TOTAL 


(1)  Professor 

(2)  Associate  Professor 

(3)  Assistaiu  Professor 

(4)  Lecturer 

(5)  Instructor 

(6)  Other,  including  those  with  no  acadenuc  nnk 

(7)  Of  this  total  number,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female 


TOTAL  TOTAL 


5.  During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  for  how  many  unfilled  instructional  positions  were  candidates  being  actively  recruited? 
• Include  positioori  that  were  temporarily  filled  by  teaching  assistants,  or  by  staff  with  acting,  adjunct,  or  visiting 
appointments.  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  UNE;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "O.") 


INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY 


OTHER 

INSTRUCTIONAL 

PERSONNEL 


K 

B. 

c. 

D. 

TIT 

m 

m 

P/T 

(1)  Toul  number  of  unfilled  petitions 

6.  Does  your  institution  have  a tenure  system  for  instructional  personnel? 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


2f)9 


7.  During  the  1990  and  1991  Fall  Terms,  how  many  tenured  and  tenure-track  instructional  personnel 
did  your  institution  have?  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  UNE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0.") 


INSTRUCTONAL 

hAt.U,TY  PERSONNEL 

A.  B.  Q 

F/T  P/T 

" F/T  -r-ri  p/T 

(1)  Tenured.  1990  Fall  Tenn 

(2)  Tenure-Hack  but  not  tenured,  1990  Fall  Term 

(3)  Tenured,  1991  Fall  Term 

(4)  Tenure-track  but  not  tenured,  1991  Fall  Term 





8.  Between  the  beginning  of  the  1990  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Term,  how  many  tenured 
instructional  personnel  (if  any)  left  your  institution  for  each  of  the  following  reasons? 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0.") 


INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY 


OTHER 

INSTRUCTIONAL 

PERSONNEL 


(1)  Through  rcaremeni 

(2;  To  assume  another  position 

(3)  For  other  reasons 



9.  During  toe  1990-91  academic  year  (i.e^  FaU  1990  through  Spring  1991),  how  many  of  each  staff  category 
at  your  institution  were  considered  for  tenure,  and  how  many  were  granted  tenure? 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  UNE;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0.") 


OTHER 

INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY  PERSONNEL 

C.  D. 

"PIT  ; ?rc  i/FT  '•  T:  P/T 

(1)  Number  considered  for  tenure 

(2)  Of -the  above  number,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female' 

(3)  Number  granted  tenure 

(4)  Of  the  above  number,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female 
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1ft  Fill  in  the  followins  information  about  the  average  number  of  years  staff  can  be  on  a tenure  track,  and  the  upper  limit  on 
fhe  , ra^bTunured  in  each  categW  (V./?/T£  /N  A ON  £^C//  I/N£;  /F  NON£.  W£/TE  -O/V 

OTHER 


INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY 


A. 


B. 


OTHER 
INSTRUCTIONAL 
PERSONNEL 

C.  D. 


p/r 


TIT 


P/T 


Yrs 


Yrs 


Yrs 


Yrs 


% 


% 


% 


% 


(1)  Maximum  number  of  yean  staff  can  be  on  a tenure  track  and  not 
receive  tenure  (IF  NO  MAXIMUM,  WRITE  IN  "01 

(2)  IF  MAXIMUM  NUMBER  OF  YEARS  HAS  CHANGED 

DURING  PAST  3 YEARS,  WRITE  IN  PREVIOUS  MAXIMUM 
(IF  NO  CHANCE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 


(3)  Your  insdcution’s  upper  limit  (cither  formal  or  informal)  on  the 
pcrccnugc  of  c^h  category  who  arc  tenured 

(IF  NO  UPPER  UMIT.  WRITE  IN  "01 

(4)  IF  UPPER  LIMIT  ON  THE  PERCENTAGE  HAS  CHANGED 

DURING  PAST  3 YEARS,  WRITE  IN  PREVIOUS 
PERCENTAGE  (IF  NO  CHANCE,  WRITE  IN  "01 


11  During  the  past  three  years,  has  your  institution  done  any  of  the  following? 
’ (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  TYPE  OF  INSTRUCTIONAL  STAFF) 

INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY 


A. 


B. 


F/T 


P/T 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 

rNo 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 

rNo 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


(1)  Replaced  some  tenured  or  tenure-track  posidons  with  fixed-term 
contract  positions 


(2)  Revised  the  standards  for  granting  tenure 


(3)  Taken  actions  designed  to  lower  the  percent  of  tenured  staff,  or 
having  that  effect  (DESCRIBE  ANY  ACTIONS  TAKEN) 


A.  Actions  affecting  F/T  faculty; 


B.  Actions  affecting  P/T  faculty; 


C.  Actions  affecting  F/T  other; 


D.  Actions  affecting  P/T  other; 


O 

ERIC 


Yrs 

Yrs 

Yrs 

Yrs 

% 

% 

OTHER 

mSTRUemONAL 

PERSONNEL 


c. 


D. 


TIT 


: TIT 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 
INo 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 
LNo 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 
INo 


12.  three  years,  has  your  institution  offered  early  optional  or  phased  retirement  to  any  instructional  personneP 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  STAFF  CATEGORY)  personnel. 


INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY 


OTHER 

INSTRUCTIONAL 

PERSONNEL 


A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

-F/r  ■ 

P/T.  : 

F/T  - : 

1.  Yes 

1.  Yes 

(1) 

Offered  any  opdohal  early  or  phased  redrement 

. 1.  Yes 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

2.  No 

(2) 

IF  OFFERED,  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  WHO  EXERQSED 

ZNo 

2.  No 

# during 
*90-91  yr 

# during 
*90-91  yr 

THAT  OPTION  DURING  THE  1990-91  ACADEMIC  YEAR 

# during 
’90-91  yr 

# during 
*90-91  yr 
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13.  Indicate  whether  each  of  the  retirement  plans  listed  below  is  available  at  your  institution  to  any  instructional  personnel, 
. available  but  not  subsidiaed  by  your  institution;  or  available  and  subsidized  by  your  institution.  For  plans  that  are 
available  (whether  or  not  subsidized),  indicate  the  number  of  participants  from  each  staff  category. 

OTHER 

INSTRUCTIONAL 
PERSONNEL 


INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY 


A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

. FfT-  '- 

. ?rr 

■ F/T^:  ' 

. p/T  11 

(1)  TIAA/CREF: 

1 

1 

Not  available 

1 

1 

2 

2 

Available,  but  not  subsidized 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Available  and  subsidized 

3 

3 

(a)  IF  PLAN  AVAILABLE.  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  OF 

PARTICIPANTS  . ? ■ • 

(2)  OTHER  403B  PLAN: 

1 

1 

Not  available 

1 

1 

2 

2 

Available,  but  not  subsidized 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Available  and  subsidized 

3 

3 

(a)  IF  PLAN  AVAILABLE.  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  OF 

PARTICIPANTS 

(3)  STATE  PLAN: 

1 

1 

Not  available 

1 

1 

2 

2 

Available,  but  not  subsidized 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Available  and  subsidized 

3 

3 

(a)  IF  PLAN  available.  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  OF 

PARTICIPANTS 

(4)  401K  OR  401B  PLAN: 

1 

1 

Not  available 

1 

1 

2 

2 

Available,  but  not  subsidized 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Available  and  subsidized 

3 

3 

(a)  IF  PLAN  AVAILABLE.  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  OF 

PARTICIPANTS 

(5)  OTHER  RETIREMENT  PLAN; 

1 

1 

Not  available 

1 

1 

2 

2 

Available,  but  not  subsidized 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Available  and  subsidized 

3 

3 

* •*  1 * V , 

(a)  IF  PLAN  AVAILABLE.  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  OF 

PARTICIPANTS 

o 

ERIC 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


14.  Which  of  the  following  employee  benefits  are  available  at  your  institution  to  any  instructional  personnel? 
(CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY  FOR  EACH  STAFF  CATEGORY) 


INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY 


OTHER 

instructional 

PERSONNEL 


FT 

■ ■ • p/r  V 

ft 

r m 

1 

1 

(1)  Free  or  subsidized  wellness  program  or  health  promotion  program 
(e.g.,  fimess  program,  smoking  ccssadon  program) 

■’  1 

2 

. 2 

(2)  Paid  maternity  leave 

2 

2 

3 

3 

(3)  Paid  paternity  leave 

3 

3 

4 

4 

(4)  Subsidized  medical  insurance  or  medical  care 

4 

4 

5 

5 

(5)  Subsidized  dental  instirance  or  dental  care 

5 

5 

6 

6 

(6)  Subsidized  disability  insurance  program 

6 

0 

7 

7 

(7)  Subsidized  life  insurance 

7 

7 

8 

8 

(8)  Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  other  insdoidon  for  spouse 

8 

8 

9 

9 

(9)  Tuidon  renussion/grants  at  this  or  other  insdtudons  for  children 

9 

9 

10 

10 

(10)  Subsidized  child  care 

10 

10 

11 

11 

(11)  Subsidized  housing/mongages 

11 

12 

12 

(12)  Free  or  subsidized  meals 

12 

12 

13 

13 

(13)  Medical  insurance  for  redrees 

13 

13 

14 

14 

(14)  “Cafctcria-stylc"  benefits  plan  (plan  under  which  staff  can  trade 
off  some  benefits  for  others*  following  guidelines  established  by 
the  insdeudon) 

14 

14 

(15)  WRITE  IN  THE  AVERAGE  PERCENTAGE  OF  SALARY 

% 

Wc 

THAT  IS  CONTRIBUTED  BY  YOUR  INSTITUTION  TO 
EACH  CATEGORY’S  TOTAL  BENEFITS  PACKAGE;  IF 
NONE,  WRITE  IN  "O*’.) 

% 

?c 

BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 
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IS.  How  did  your  institution  use  part*tinie  instructional  personnel  during  the  1991  Fall  Term? 
{CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 

1.  to  replace  full-time  instructional  personnel  on  a permanent  basis 

2.  to  replace  full-time  instructional  personnel  on  a temporary  basis 

3.  to  complement  full-time  instructional  personnel  in  certain  skill  areas 


16.  Although  we  have  not  asked  about  teaching  a^istants  in  the  rest  of  the  questionnaire,  please  answer  this  question  for 
teaching  assistants  as  well  as  for  other  staff.  What  percentage  of  undergraduate  and  graduate  instruction,  as  measured 
by  total  student  credit  hours  taught,  is  carried  by  each  of  the  following  types  of  staff?  (Student  credit  hours  are 
defined  as  the  number  of  course  credits  or  contact  hours  multiplied  by  the  number  of  students  enrolled.) 

(WRITE  IN  A PERCENTAGE  ON  EACH  UNE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0.") 


A. 


B. 


UNDERGRADUATE 

GRADUATE 

INSTRUCTION 

INSTRUCTION 

% 

% 

(1) 

Teaching  assistants 

% 

% 

(2) 

Full-time  faculty 

% 

% 

(3) 

Other  full-time  staff  with  instructional  duties 

(4)  Pan-time  faculty 


100% 


.%  (5)  Other  pan-time  staff  with  instructional  duties 


dmL 


BE  SURE  THAT  THE  PERCENTAGES  ADD  UP  TO  100%  OF 
THE  TOTAL  CREDIT  HOURS  TAUGHT  IN  EACH  COLl^MN 


17.  In  which  of  the  following  ways,  if  any,  is  the  teaching  performance  of  instructional  personnel  assessed  at  this  institution? 
(CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 

1.  Evaluations  by  students 

2.  Student  test  scores 

3.  Student  placement  or  honors 

4.  Other  measures  of  student  performance 

5.  Department/division  chair  evaluations 

6.  Dean  evaluations 

7.  Peer  evaluations 

8.  Self-evaluations 

9.  Other  (DESCRIBE) 

10.  Teaching  performance  not  assessed  for  instructional  personnel 


275 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


SECTION  n:  NON-INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY 


*!!  personnel  at  your  institution  who  had  faculty  status,  but  no  instructional  du^es,  during 

the  1991  Fall  Term  (e.g.,  they  were  neither  teaching  any  courses,  advising  students,  nor  supervising  students’ academic  activities). 

18.  Did  your  institution  have  any  individuals  with  faculty  status  but  no  instructional  responsibilities 
• during  the  1991  Fall  Term? 

1.  Yes  : 

2.  No  ^LE^E;  S 17): 

W.  During  the  1991  Fall  Term,  how  many  personnel  at  your  institution  had  faculty  status  but  no  instructional  duties'* 
Count  both  full-time  and  part-time  personnel.  (WRITE  IS  NUMBER) 

- Number  of  faculty  with  no  instructional  duties 

M.  How  many  of  this  number  were:  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  UNE;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0.") 

■ Administrators 

Researchers 

Other  (DESCRIBE) ■ 


10 


In  the  following  questions  about  noDMnstructional  faculty,  please  answer  for  both  full-time  (F/T)  and 
part-time  (P/T)  personnel 


21.  Please  provide  the  following  information  about  staff  changes  between  the  1990  and  1991  Fall  Terms. 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN 

NON- 

INSTRUCnONAL 

FACULTY 


A. B. 


(1)  Total  staff  during  1990  FaU  Tenn 

(2)  Of  the  total  staff,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female 


(3)  Number  who  retired  between  the  beginning  of  the  1990  Fail 
Tenn  and  the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Term 

(4)  Of  the  above  number,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female 


(5)  Number  who  left  for  other  reasons  between  the  beginning  of 
the  1990  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Term 

(6)  Of  the  above  number,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female 


(7)  Number  of  staff  at  the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Term  who 
were  hired  since  the  beginning  of  the  1990  Fall  Term 

(8)  Of  the  above  number,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female 

(c)  Hired  from  other  academic  institutions 

(d)  Hired  from  non-academic  organizations 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 

277-  ' : 
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22.  How  many  of  each  of  the  following  non-instructional  faculty  positions  did  your  institution  have  during  the  1991  Fall  term? 
If  there  are  no  academic  ranks  at  your  institution,  complete  only  line  5 ("other"). 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0.") 

NON- 

instructional 

faculty 


A.  B. 


F/T  P/T  . ; 

(1)  Professor 

(2)  Associate  Professor 

(3)  Assistant  Professor 

(4)  Lecturer 

(5)  Other,  including  those  with  no  academic  rank 

TOTAL  TOTAL 

(6)  Of  this  total  number,  how  many  were: 

• 

(a)  Minority 



(b)  Female 

23.  Does  your  institution  have  a tenure  system  for  non-instructional  faculty? 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

24.  During  the  1990  and  1991  Fall  Terms,  how  many  tenured  and  tenure-track  non-instructional  faculty  did 
your  institution  have?  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0.") 

NON- 

INSTRUCnONAL 

FACULTY 

A.  6. 


— 

(1)  Tenured.  1990  FiU  Term 



(2)  Tenure-track  but  not  tenured.  1990  Fall  Term 



(3)  Tenured.  1991  Fall  Term 



(4)  Tenure-track  but  not  tenured.  1991  Fall  Term 

5 
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25.  Between  the  beginning  of  the  1990  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Term,  how  many  tenured 
non-instructional  faculty  (if  any)  left  your  institution  for  each  of  the  following  reasons? 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  UNE;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  ^Vr) 

NON- 

INSTRUCnONAL 

FACULTY 


A.  B. 


F/T  . P/T  ; 

(1)  Through  rcdremcm 

(2)  To  assume  another  position 

(3)  For  other  reasons 

26.  During  the  1990-91  academic  year  (i.e..  Fall  1990  through  Spring  1991),  how  many  non -instructional  faculty  at 
your  institution  were  considered  for  tenure,  and  how  many  were  granted  tenure? 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  UNE:  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  Vr) 

NON-  - 

INSTRUCTIONAL 

FACULTY 

A.  B. 


(1)  Number  considered  for  tenure 

(2)  Of  the  above  number,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female 

(3)  Number  granted  tenure 

(4)  Of  the  above  number,  how  many  were: 

(a)  Minority 

(b)  Female 

BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


13 
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27.  During  the  past  three  years,  has  your  institution  done  any  of  the  following  for  any  non-instructional  faculty? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  TYPE  OF  NON-INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY) 

NON- 

INSTRUCnONAL 

FACULTY^ 


A.  B. 


F/r 

P/T 

1.  Yes 

l.Yes 

(1) 

Replaced  some  tenured  or  tenure-track  posidons  with  fixed-term 
contract  posidons 

2.  No 

2.  No 

l.Yes 

l.Yes 

(2) 

Revised  the  standards  for  grandng  tenure  ' 

2.  No 

2.  No 

1.  Yes 

1.  Yes 

(3) 

Taken  acdons  designed  to  lower  the  percent  of  tenured  staff,  or 
having  that  effect  (DESCRIBE  ANY  ACTIONS  TAKEN) 

2.  No 

2.  No 

A.  Actions  affecting  F/T  faculty: 

B.  Actions  affecting  P/T  faculty: 

1 

i,= 

— 

28.  During  the  past  three  years,  has  your  institution  offered  early  optional  or  phased  retirement  to  any  non-instructional 
faculty?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  STAFF  CATEGORY) 

NON- 

INSTRUCnONAL 

FACULTY  . 


A.  B. 


F/T.  - .■■■■ 

PT 

1.  Yes 

l.Yes 

(1) 

Offered  any  optional  early  or  phased  retirement 

2.  No 

INo 

(2) 

IF  OFFERED.  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  WHO  EXERQSED 

# during 

# during 

THAT  OPTION  DURING  THE  1990-91  ACADEMIC  YEAR 

•90-91  yr 

•90-91  yr 

14 


29.  Please  indicate  whether  each  of  the  retirement. plans  listed  below  is  available  at  your  institution  for  any  non-instructiona 
faculty,  available  but  not  subsidized  by  your  institution,  or  available  and  subsidized  by  your  institution.  For  plans  that 
are  available  (whether  or  not  subsidized),  indicate  the  number  of  participants  from  each  staff  category. 


NON- 

INSTRUCnONAL 

FACULTY 


F/T  . P/T 


1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

(1)  TIAA/CREF: 

Not  available 

Available,  but  not  subsidized 
Available  and  subsidized 

(a)  IF  PLAN  AVAILABLE,  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  OF 
PARTICIPANTS 

(2)  OTHER  403B  PLAN: 

1 

1 

Not  available 

2 

2 

Available,  but  not  subsidized 

3 

3 

Available  and  subsidized . 

(a)  IF  PLAN  AVAILABLE.  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  OF 

PARTICIPANTS 

(3)  STATE  PLAN: 

1 

I 

Not  available 

2 

2 

Available,  but  not  subsidized  - 

3 

3 

Available  and  subsidized 

(a)  IF  PLAN  AVAILABLE.  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  OF 

PARTICIPANTS 

(4)  401K  OR  401B  PLAN: 

1 

1 

Not  available 

2 

2 

Available,  but  not  subsidized 

3 

3 

Available  and  subsidized 

(a)  IF  PLAN  AVAILABLE.  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  OF 

PARTICIPANTS 

(5)  OTHER  RETIREM^  PLAN: 

1 

1 

Not  available 

2 

2 

Available,  but  not  subsidized 

3 

3 

Available  and  subsidized 

(a)  IF  PLAN  available.  WRITE  IN  NUMBER  OF 

PARTICIPANTS 

15 


2S1 


30.  Which  of  the  foliowing  employee  beneHts  are  available  at  your  institution  to  any  non-instructional  faculty'’ 
(CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY  FOR  EACH  STAFF  CATECOR  Y)  ^ ‘ 

NON. 

INST'.UCnONAL 

FACULTY 

A.  B. 


m 

P/T 

1 

1 

(1) 

Free  or  subsidized  wellness  program  or  hcelih  promotion 
program  (e.g.,  fitness  progranu  smoking  cessation  program) 

2 

2 

(2) 

Paid  mauniicy  leave 

3 

3 

(3) 

Paid  paternity  leave 

4 

4 

(4) 

Subsidized  medical  insurance  or  medical  care 

5 

5 

(5) 

Subsidized  dental  insurance  or  dental  care 

6 

6 

(6) 

Subsidized  disability  insurance  program 

7 

7 

(7) 

Subsictized  life  insurance 

8 

8 

(8) 

Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  othff  insdtudon  for  spouse 

9 

9 

(9) 

Tuition  ranission/granu  at  this  or  pthff  institutions  for  children 

10 

10 

(10) 

Subsidized  child  care 

11 

11 

CD 

Subsidized  housing/mortgages 

12 

12 

(12) 

Free  or  subsidized  meals 

13 

13 

(13) 

Medical  insurance  for  retirees 

14 

14 

(14) 

'*Cafeteria*5tyie'*  benefits  plan  (plan  under  which  staff  can  tr^ 
off  some  benefits  for  others*  following  guidelines  established  by 
the  insdtuQon) 

% 

% 

(15) 

WRITE  IN  THE  AVERAGE  PERCENTAGE  OF  SAUVRY 
THAT  IS  CONTRIBUTED  BY  YOUR  INSTTrUTION  TO 
EACH  CATEGORY'S  TOTAL  BENEFITS  PACKAGE;  IF 
NONE,  WRITE  IN  "O".) 
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LABEL 


PLEASE  INDICATE  THE  TOTAL  TIME  REQUIRED 
TO  COMPLETE  THIS  QUESTIONNAIRE: 


hours 


minutes 


THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  YOUR  PARTICIPATION. 

RETURN  THIS  QUESTIONNAIRE  IN  THE  ENCLOSED 
PREPAID  ENVELOPE  TO: 


National  Opinion  Research  Center  (4552) 
University  of  Chicago 
1155  East  60th  Street 
Chicago,  Illinois  60637 


M 


17 
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NORC 

4452 

4/92 


Please  fill  in  your  name  and  your  title  at  this  ' ..stitution,  as  well  as  the  names  and  titles  of  any  other  individuate  who 
have  answered  one  or  more  questions  in  this  c,  stionnaire,  and  the  question  numbers  each  individual  worked  on. 
Include  telephone  numbers  in  case  we  have  any  questions  about  any  entries. 


YOUR  NAME: 

TITLE: 

PHONE  #; 

OUESTIONS  #s: 

OTHER  NAME: 

TITLE: 

PHONE  #: 

OUESTIONS  #s: 

OTHER  NAME: 

TITLE: 

PHONE  #; 

OUESTIONS  #s: 

OTHER  NAME: 

TITLE: 

PHONE  #; 

OUESTIONS  #s: 

OTHER  NAME: 

TITLE: 

PHONE#; 

OUESTIONS  #s: 

Once  the  answers  have  been  processed,  all  identifying  informatioo,  including  names  and  telephone  numbers,  will  no 
longer  be  associated  with  this  questionnaire. 


GIVING  US  FEEDBACK  ON  THE  INSTITlinON  QUESTIONNAIRE 

Before  a questionnaire  can  be  used  in  a study,  it  must  first  be  carefully  tested  to  ensure  that  aU  of  the  questions  are 
clear  and  easily  understood  by  the  person  completing  it  We  would  like  you  to  provide  us  with  feedback  about  the 
questionnaire.  Please  take  some  time  now  to  review  the  questions  and  your  answers. 

• If  the  general  meaning  of  a question  was  unclear  to  you,  please  circle  the  question  number. 

• If  there  were  specific  wads  or  phrases  in  a question  that  did  not  make  sense  to  you,  please  circle  the  words 
or  phrases. 

• If  any  of  the  response  categories  to  a question  did  not  make  sense  to  you,  please  circle  those  categories. 

• Use  the  margins  next  to  a question  or  answer  to  provide  us  with  your  feedback  about  questions,  question 
wording,  or  any  otha  problems  that  you  encountc^  in  answering  a question.  Please  be  as  critical  as  you 
like;  feel  free  to  use  the  back  cover  for  any  other  comments  you  have  about  the  questions  or  the  study. 

Your  help  is  greatly  appreciated.  Your  feedback  will  ensure  that  this  questionnaire,  and  the  data  derived  from  it,  will 
be  reliable. 


LABEL 


COMMENTS: 


J 
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NATIONAL  STUDY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY 
Imtructicms  for  Completing  Faculty  Qu^ 


Many  of  our  {ptesHons  ask  about  your  acHviHes  dunn^  By  this,  we  mean  whatever 

academic  term  was  in  progress  on  October  15;  19^ 

All  questions  that  ash^^a^^  institution**  refer  during  the  1992  Fall 

Term  at  the  in^udon  Usted  on  the  label  on  the  back  cover 

faculty  and 

v /xmd  sizes^^  Please  read  each  question  carefully  and  follow  all  instructions.  Some  of  the  questions  may  not 

response  other  than  those  listed  for  a particular  question, 

write  in  that  response. 

Most  questions  ask  you  to  circle  a number  to  indicate  your  response.  Circle  the  n in  front  of  your 

the  information 

in  the  space  provided 

Mailing  instmctioris  for  retu  completed  questionnaire  are  on  page  26. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  how  to  proceed,  please  call  NORC  w^^ 


O 
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NATIONAL  STUDY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY: 
Faculty  Questionnaire 


1«  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  did  you  have  any  instructional  duties  at  this  institution 

(e.g.,  teaching  one  or  more  courses,  or  advising  or  supervising  students’  academic  activities)? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 


(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  all  of  your  instructional  duties  related  to  credit  courses, 

2.  some  of  your  instructional  duties  related  to  credit  courses  or  advising  or  supervising  academic 
activities  for  credit, 

3.  all  of  your  instructional  duties  related  to  noncredit  courses  or  advising  or  supervising  /lo/i credit 
academic  activities? 


2*  What  was  your  principal  activity  at  this  institution  during  the  1992  Fall  Term?  If  you  have  equal 
responsibilities,  please  select  one.  ( CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Teaching 

2.  Research 

3.  Technical  activities  (e.g.,  programmer,  technician,  chemist,  engineer,  etc.) 

4.  Clinical  service 

5.  Community/pubhc  service 

6.  Administration 

(WRITE  IN  TITLE  OR  POSITION) 

7.  On  sabbatical  from  this  institution 

8.  Other  (subsidized  performer,  artist-in-residence,  etc.) 


3.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  did  you  have  faculty  status  at  this  institution?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes 

2.  No,  I did  not  have  faculty  status 

3.  No,  no  one  has  faculty  status  at  this  institution 


1.  Yes  (ANSWER  lA) 


2.  No  (SpP  TO  QUESTION  2) 


lA.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  were  . . . 
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SECTION  A,  NATURE 

4«  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  did  this  institution  consider  you  to  be  employed  part-time  or  full-time? 
{CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

— 1.  Part-time  (ANSWER  4A)  2.  FuU-time  (SIOP  TO  QUESTION  5) 

— ► 4A.  Did  you  hold  a part-time  position  at  this  institution  during  the  1992  Fall  Term  because  . . . 

(CIRCLE  "r  OR  "2"  FOR  EACH  REASON) 


Yes  No 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 


a.  you  preferred  working  on  a part-time  basis? 

b.  a full-time  position  was  not  available? 

c.  you  were  supplementing  your  income  from  other  employment? 

d.  you  wanted  to  be  part  of  an  academic  environment? 

e.  you  were  finishing  a graduate  degree? 

f.  of  other  reasons? 


5*  Were  you  chairperson  of  a department  or  division  at  this  institution  during  the  1992  Fall  Term? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

6*  In  what  year  did  you  begin  the  Job  you  held  at  this  institution  during  the  1992  Fall  Term?  Include 
promotions  in  rank  as  part  of  your  Fall  1992  job.  (WRITE  IN  YEAR) 


8. 


(SKIP  TO  QUl^™  ?) 


ERIC 


What  was  your  tenure  status  at  this  institution  during  the  1992  Fall  Term? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Tenured  7A.  In  what  year  did  you  achieve  tenure  at  this  institution?  19 

2.  On  tenure  track  but  not  tenured 

3.  Not  on  tenure  track 

4.  No  tenure  system  for  my  faculty  status 

5.  No  tenure  system  at  this  institution 

During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  what  was  the  duration  of  your  contract  or  appointment  at  this  institution? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  One  academic  term 

2.  One  academic/calendar  year 

3.  A limited  number  of  years  (i.e.,  two  or  more  academic/calendar  years) 

4.  Unspecified  duration  ^ ^ 

5.  Other 
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9.  Which  of  the  following  best  describes  your  academic  rank,  title,,  or  position  at  this  institution  during  the  1992 
Fall  Term?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER,  OR 

NA.  Not  applicable:  no  ranks  designated  at  this  institution  (SMP  TO  Q 

1.  Professor 

2.  Associate  Professor 

3.  Assistant  Professor 

4.  Instructor 

5.  Lecturer 

6.  Other  (WRITE  IN) 

10.  In  what  year  did  you  first  achieve  this  rank? 

(WRITE  IN  YEAR) 

11.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  which  of  the  following  kinds  of  appointments  did  you  hold  at  this  institution? 
(CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 

1.  Acting 

2.  Affiliate  or  adjimct 

3.  Visiting 

4.  Assigned  by  religious  order 

5.  Clinical 

(WRITE  IN  TITLE  OR  POSITION)  J 

6.  Research 

(WRITE  IN  TITLE  OR  POSITION) 

7.  None  of  the  above 
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12.  What  is  your  principal  field  or  discipline  of  teaching?  (REFER  TO  THE  LIST  OF  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF 
STUDY  ON  PAGES  5 AND  6 AND  ENTER  THE  APPROPRIATE  CODE  NUMBER  AND  NAME  BELOW.  IF 
YOU  HAVE  NO  FIELD  OF  TEACHING,  CIRCLE  "NA") 

NA.  Not  Applicable 

CODE  FOR  FIELD 

OR  DISCIPLINE:  NAME  OF  PRINCIPAL  FIELD/DISCIPLINE 

13.  What  is  your  principal  area  of  research?  If  equal  areas,  select  one.  (IF  YOU  HAVE  NO  RESEARCH  AREA, 
CIRCLE  "NA") 


NA.  Not  Applicable 
CODE  FOR  HELD 

OR  DISCIPLINE:  NAME  OF  PRINCIPAL  HELD /DISCIPLINE 


CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES 

AGRICULTURE 

COMPUTER  SCIENCE 

101 

Agribusiness  & Agricultural  Production 

201 

Coinputer  & Information  Sciences 

: 102 

Agricultural,  Animal,  :Food,  & Plant 

202 

Con^teri^  , . 

Sciences 

203 

Data'-PrCcessing  ’ :■ 

,103 

Renewable  Natural  Resources , including  : 

204 

Systems  Analysis  . ^ 

Comervation,  Piling,  & Forestry 

210 

Other : C omputer.  Science 

■110 

Other  Agriculture 

EDUCATION 

ARCHITECTURE  & ENVIRONMENTAL  DESIGN 

221; 

Education^  General 

121 

Architecture  & Environmental  Derigh 

222 

:Basic  Skills: 

.122 

City,  Community,  & Regional  Planning 

223 

: : Bilingual/Cross-cultural  Education 

. 123 

Interior  Design 

224 

Curriculum : & Instruction , 

.-.124.  ': 

Land  Use  Management  &:  Reclamation  : : : : : 

225 

.Education  Adimnistrai^ 

130 

.Other  Arch.  & Environmental  Design 

226 

. Education  Evaluation  & jResearch 

227 

Educadonal,  Psychology  • 

ART 

228 

Special . Education 

:-l;41 

Art  History  & Appreciation 

229 

-•  Student  Counseling  & Personnel  Svcs . 

■■•142-:' 

Crafts 

230 

Other  Education 

; 143 

Dance 

V.  144 

Design  (other  than  Arch.,  or  Interior)  : :: 

TEACHER  EDUCATION 

145 

Dramatic  Arts 

241 

: Pre^Elemeniary 

146: 

. Film  Arts 

242 

Elementary  

147  . 

Fine  Arts 

243 

:Secondary  , 

148 

: Music 

244 

Aduh  &:  Continumg 

149 

Music  History  & Appreciation  . 

.:  245  . 

; Other  General  Teacher: Ed.  Programs 

150 

Other  Visual: & Performing  Arts' 

250 

T eacher:  Educatipii  in  Specific  Subj  ects 

BUSINESS 

ENGINEERING 

161 

Accounting 

261 

Engineering,  General 

162 

Banking  & Finance 

262 

Civil  Engineering 

163 

Business  Administration  & Management 

263 

:;:  Electrical ,:  Electronics ,:  & 

164 

Business  Administrative  Support  (e>g.  , Bookkeeping; 

: ; Communication  Eiigineering  • 

Office  Management,  Secretarial) 

264 

Mechanical  Engirieering  : : 

165 

Human  Resources  Development 

265 

Chemical  Engineering 

166 

Organizational  Behavior 

270 

Other  Engineering 

167 

Marketing  & Distribution 

280 

; : : EnginceringEelated  Technologies : 

170 

Other  Business 

ENGLISH  AND  LITERATURE 

COMMUNICATIONS 

291 

English.  General 

181  V 

; Advertising 

292 

: : Cornp osition  & Creative  W ritihg  ; ; 

182 

. Bro^casting  & Journalism 

293 

. ; American  . Literature  : 

: 183 

Communications  Research 

294 

; English -Literature 

184  . 

Communication  Technologies 

295 

••:Eingui!stiCs;Vv.x.,...-.^^^^ 

190 

Other  Communications 

296 

Speech, : Debate,  :&  Forensics 

297 

.English  as  a Second.  Language 

30b 

•■;EngUsh.vOther;- 

O 


FOREIGN  LANGUAGES 

510 

PSYCHOLOGY 

311 

Chinese  (Mandarin,  Cantonese,  or  Other  Chinese) 

312 

French 

520 

PUBLIC  AFFAIRS  (e  g.,  Community  Services,  Public 

313 

German 

. Administration,  Public  Works,  Social  Work) 

314 

Itahan  . 

315 

: Latin 

530 

SCIENCE  TECHNOLOGIES 

316 

Japanese 

317 

Other  Asian 

SOCIAL  SCIENCES  AND  HISTORY 

318 

Russian  or  Other  Slavic 

541 

Social  Sciences,  General 

319 

Spanish 

.542 

Anthropology 

320 

Other  Foreign  Languages 

: 543 

Archeology 

544 

Area  & . Ethnic  Studies 

HEALTH  SCIENCES 

545 

Demography 

331 

Allied  Health  Technologies  & Services 

546 

Economics 

332 

Dentistry 

547 

Geography  : ^ ^ 

333  : 

Health  Services  Administration 

548 

Hisiorv 

334 

Medicine,  including  Psychiatiy 

549 

: International  Relations  / 

335 

Nursing 

550 

Pohtical  Science  & Government 

336 

Phannacy 

551 

Sociology 

337 

Pubhc  Health 

560 

Other  Social  Sciences 

338 

340 

Veterinary  Medicine 
Other  Health  Sciences 

VOCATIONAL  TRAINING 

CONSTRUCTION  TRADES 

350 

HOME  ECONOMICS 

601 

Carpentry 

360 

INDUSTRIAL  ARTS 

602 

Electrician 

603 

Plumbing 

370 

LAW 

610 

Other  Construction  Trades 

380 

LIBRARY  & ARCHIVAL  SCIENCES 

CONSUMER,  PERSONAL.  & MISC.  SERVICES 

NATURAL  SCIENCES:  BIOLOGICAL  SCIENCES 

621  . 

Personal  Services  (e.g ^ , Barbering , Cosmetology) 

391 

Biochemistry 

630 

Other  Consumer  Services 

392 

Biology 

393 

Botany 

MECHANICS  AND  REPAIRERS 

394 

Genetics 

641 

Electrical  & Electronics  Equipment  Repair 

395 

immunology 

642 

: Heating,  Conditioning,  & Refrigeration  Mechanics 

396 

Microbiology 

& Repairers 

397 

Physiology 

643 

Vehicle  & Mobile  Equipment  Mechanics  & Repairers 

398 

Zoology 

. 644  . 

Other  Mechanics  & Repairers 

. , 400 

Biological  Sciences,  Other 

NATURAL  SCIENCES:  PHYSICAL  SCIENCES^^^^^  . 

PRECISION  PRODUCTION 

661 

662 

663 

Drafting-.;.;  ‘ 

Graphic  & Print  Communications 
Leatherworking  & Upholstering 

•411 

,;  • .412;;- , 
-41 3';; 

Astronomy 

Chemistry 

Physics 

414 

Earth,  Atmosphere , and  Oceanographic  (Geological : 
. Sciences) . • 

664 

665 
670 

Precision  Metal  Work  ; 
Woodworking  . 

Other  Precision  Production  Work 

420 

Physical  Sciences,  Other 

:.■■•■:■■^•;V43o;;;■ 

MATHEMATICS  . 

681 

TRANSPORTATION  AND  MATERIAL  MOVING 
Air  Transportation  (e  g..  Piloting,  Traffic  Control,  Flight 

, ;440 ; 

STATISTICS 

Attendance,  Aviation  Management) 

450  r 

MILITARY  STUDIES  ^ / 

682 

Land  Vehicle  & Equipment  Operation 

683 

Water  Trahsportation  (e.g.,  Boat  & Fishing  Operations, 

r . 

. MULTI/INTERDISCIPLINARY  STUDIES 

•Deep  Water  Diving,  Marina  Operations , Sailors  & 

470 

PARKS  & RECREATION 

690 

Deckhands) 

Other  Transportauon  & MaieriaV  Moving  ; ; 

480 

PHILOSOPHY  AND  REUGION 

900 

OTHER  (IF  YOU  USE  THIS  CODE,  BE  SURE  TO 

490 

THEOLOGY  . 

WRITE  IN  A COMPLETE  DESCRIPTION 

500 

PROTECTIVE  SERVICES  (e  g. , Crithinal  Justice,  Fire 
Protection) 

AT  QUESTIONS  12-13,  AND  16) 

BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE  ''  , 293 


SECTION  B ACADEMie/PROFESSI^ 

14.  Which  of  the  following  undergraduate  academic  honors  or  awards^  if  any^  did  you  receive? 

(CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 

1.  National  academic  honor  society,  such  as  Phi  Beta  Kappa,  Tau  Beta  Pi, 
or  other  field-specific  national  honor  society 

2.  Cum  laude  or  honors 

3.  Magna  cum  laude  or  high  honors 

4.  Summa  cum  laude  or  highest  honors 

5.  Other  imdergraduate  academic  achievement  award 

6.  None  of  the  above 

15*  When  you  were  in  graduate  school,  which  of  the  following  forms  of  financial  assistance,  if  any,  did  you  receive? 
(CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY,  OR  CIRCLE 

NA.  Not  applicable;  did  not  attend  graduate  school  i((3Q  TQ  Qin^ 

1.  Teaching  assistantship 

2.  Research  assistantship 

3.  Program  or  residence  hall  assistantship 

4.  Fellowship 

5.  Scholarship  or  traineeship 

6.  Grant 

7.  G.I.  Bill  or  other  veterans’  financial  aid 

8.  Federal  or  state  loan 

9.  Other  loan 

10.  None  of  the  above 
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16. 


Please  list  below  the  degrees  or  other  formal  awards  that  you  hold,  the  year  you  received  each  one,  the  field  code 
(from  pages  5-6)  that  applies,  name  of  the  field,  and  the  name  and  location  of  the  institution  from  which  you  received 
each  degree  or  award.  Do  not  list  honorary  degrees.  (COMPLETE  ALL  COLUMNS  FOR  EACH  DEGREE) 


CODES  FOR  TYPE  OF  DEGREE 


1 Professional  depee  (M;D.,  D.P.S.,  L.L.B.,  etc;) 

2 Doctoral  degree  (Ph  D.,  Ed.D.,  etc.) 

3 Master's  degree  or  eqtiivaleiit 

4 Bachelor's  degree  or  eqmvalent 

5 Certificate,  diploma,  or  degree  for  completion  of  imdergraduate  program  of  more  than  2 years  but  less 


than  4 years  m 

6 Associate’^ 

7 Certificate,  diploma,  or  degree  for  completion  of  undergraduate  program  of  at  least  1 year  but  less  than, 

2 years  in  length  : ’ y 


A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

Degree 

Field 

Name  of 

Name  of  Institution  (a) 

Code 

Code 

Field 

and 

(see 

Year 

(from 

(from 

City  and  State/Country 

above) 

Received 

pp.  5-6) 

pp.  5-6) 

of  Institution  (b) 

(1)  Highest 

19 

a. 

b. 


(2)  Next 

Highest 19 


a. 


(3)  Next 
Highest 


19 


b. 


(4)  Next 

Highest 19 


a. 


b. 
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17.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  were  you  employed  only  at  this  institution,  or  did  you  also  haye  other  employment 
including  any  outside  consulting  or  other  self-owned  business,  or  priyate  practice?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Employed  only  at  this  institution  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION  19) 

— 2.  Had  other  employment,  consulting,  self-owned  business,  or  private  practice 

► 17A.  How  many  different  jobs,  other  than  your  employment  at  this  institution,  did  you  haye  during  the 

1992  Fall  Term?  Include  all  outside  consulting,  self-owned  business,  and  priyate  practice. 

(WRITE  IN  NUMBER) 

Number  of  Jobs 

18.  Not  counting  any  employment  at  this  institution,  what  was  the  employment  sector  of  the  main  .oth^  job  you  held 
during  Fall  1992?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  4-year  college  or  university,  graduate  or  professional  school 

2.  2-year  or  other  postsecondary  institution 

3.  Elementary  or  secondary  school 

4.  Consulting,  freelance  work,  self- owned  business,  or  private  practice 

5.  Hospital  or  other  health  care  or  clinical  setting 

6.  Foxmdation  or  other  nonprofit  organization  other  than  health  care  organization 

7.  For-profit  business  or  industry  in  the  private  sector 

8.  Federal  government,  including  military,  or  state  or  local  government 

9.  0\hti  (WRITE  IN) 

18A.  What  year  did  you  begin  that  job? 

(WRITE  IN  YEAR) 

18B.  What  was  your  primary  responsibility  in  that  job? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Teaching 

2.  Research 

3.  Technical  activities  (e.g.,  programmer,  technician,  chemist,  engineer,  etc.) 

4.  Clinical  service 

5.  Community/public  service 

6.  Administration 

7.  Other 


18C.  Was  that  job  full-time  or  part-time?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 


ERJC 


1.  Full-time 

2.  Part-time 
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19.  The  next  questions  ask  about  jobs  that  ended  before  the  beginning  of  the  1992  Fall  Term.  For  the  three  most  recent 
and  significant  main  jobs  that  you  held  during  the  past  15  years,  indicate  below  the  year  you  began  and  the  year 
you  left  each  job,  the  employment  sector,  your  primary  responsibility,  and  whether  you  were  employed  full-time  or 
part-time. 

• Do  not  list  promotions  in  rank  at  one  place  of  employment  as  different  jobs. 

• Do  not  include  temporary  positions  (i.e.,  summer  positions)  or  work  as  a graduate  student. 

• List  each  job  (other  than  promotion  in  rank)  separately. 


If  nnt  sirmlirsihtp  pirrlp  ^ — ► 

’NA’  > 

A. 

B. 

C. 

(1)  YEARS  JOB  HELD 

MOST  RECENT 

NEXT 

NEXT 

MAIN  JOB  (PRIOR 

MOST  RECENT 

MOST  RECENT 

TO  FALL  1992) 

MAIN  JOB 

MAIN  JOB 

FROM: 

19 

19 

19 

TO: 

19 

19 

19 

(2)  EMPLOYMENT  SECTOR 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

4-year  college  or  university,  graduate  or 

1 

1 

1 

professional  school 

2-year  or  other  postsecondary  institution 

2 

2 

2 

Elementary  or  secondary  school 

3 

3 

3 

Consulting,  freelance  work,  self-owned 

4 

4 

4 

business,  or  private  practice 

Hospital  or  other  health  care  or  clinical  setting 

5 

5 

5 

Foundation  or  other  nonprofit  organization  other 

6 

6 

6 

than  health  care  organization 

For-profit  business  or  industry  in  the  private  sector 

7 

7 

7 

Federal  government,  including  military. 

8 

8 

8 

or  state  or  local  government 

Other 

9 

9 

9 

(3)  PRIMARY  RESPONSIBILITY 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

Teaching 

1 

1 

1 

Research 

2 

2 

2 

Technical  activities  (e.g.,  programmer, 

3 

3 

3 

technician,  chemist,  engineer,  etc.) 

Clinical  service 

4 

4 

4 

Community /public  service 

5 

5 

5 

Administration 

6 

6 

6 

Other 

7 

7 

7 

(4)  FULL-TIME/PART-TIME 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

Full-time 

1 

1 

1 

Part-time 

2 

2 

2 

20.  About  how  many  of  each  of  the  following  have  you  presented/published/etc.  during  your  entire  career  and  during 
the  last  2 years?  For  publications,  please  include  only  works  that  have  been  accepted  for  publication.  Count 
mSe  presentations^cations  ofthesa^  (CIRCLE  "NA"  IF  YOU  HAVE  NOT  PUBLISHED 

OR  PRESENTED) 

NA.  No  presentations/publications/etc.  (GO  TO  QW 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH 
LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN 


Type  of  Presentation/Publication/etc. 


A. 

Total  during 
career 


B. 

Number  in 
past  2 years 


(1)  Articles  published  in  refereed 
professional  or  trade  journals 

(2)  Articles  published  in  nonrefereed 
professional  or  trade  journals 

(3)  Creative  works  published  in  juried  media 

(4)  Creative  works  pubhshed  in  nonjuried 
media  or  in*house  newsletters 

(5)  Pubhshed  reviews  of  books,  articles, 
or  creative  works 

(6)  Chapters  in  edited  volumes 

(7)  Textbooks 

(8)  Other  books 

(9)  Monographs 

(10)  Research  or  technical  reports 
disseminated  internally  or  to  chents 

(11)  Presentations  at  conferences, 
workshops,  etc. 

(12)  Exhibitions  or  performances  in  the  fine 
or  apphed  arts 

(13)  Patents  or  copyrights 
(excluding  thesis  or  dissertation) 

(14)  Computer  software  products 
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SECTION  C.  INSTITUTIONAL  RESPONSIBILiTIES  AND  WORKLOAD 


21.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  how  many  undergraduate  or  graduate  thesis  or  dissertation  committees,  comprehensive 

exams,  orals  committees,  or  examination  or  certification  committees  did  you  chair  and/or  serve  on  at  this  institution? 
( CIRCLE  ”NA"  IF  YOU  DID  NOT  SERVE  ON  ANY  COMMITTEES) 

NA.  Did  not  serve  on  any  undergraduate  or  graduate  committees  (GO  TO  QTOSTION 


(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH 
LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 


T^e  of  Committee 

A. 

Number 
served  on 

B. 

Of  that  number, 
how  many  did 
you  chair? 

(1)  Undergraduate  thesis  or  dissertation  rnmmiffpps 

(2)  Undereraduate  comprehensive  exams  nr  nr«U 

(other  than  as  part  of  thesis/dissertation  committees) 

(3)  Undereraduate  examination /certifiraf inn  mminittP^^c 

(4)  Graduate  thesis  or  dissertation  cnmmiffpps 

(5)  Graduate  comprehensive  exams  nr  orals  committees 

(other  than  as  part  of  thesis/dissertation  committees) 

(6)  Graduate  examination/certification  committees 

22.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  what  was  the  total  number  of  c^sses  or  sections  you  taught  at  this  institution?  Do  not 
include  individualized  instruction,  such  as  independent  study  or  individual  performance  classes.  Count  multiple 
sections  of  the  same  course  as  a separate  class,  but  not  the  lab  section  of  a course. 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER,  OR  CIRCLE  "0") 

0.  No  classes  taught  (SKIP:  TO  QUESTION 


Number  of  classes/sections  (ANSWER  22A) 


22A.  How  many  of  those  classes  were  classes  for  credit? 

0.  No  classes  for  credit  (SIOP  TO:  QUESTION  2 

Number  of  classes/sections  for  credit  (ANSWER  QUESTION  23  ON -THE; NEXT  PAGE) 


23.  For  each  class  or  section  that  you  taught  for  credit  at  this  institution  during  the  1992  Fall  Term,  please  answer  the 
following  items.  Do  not  include  individualized  instruction,  such  as  independent  study  or  individual  one-on-one 
performance  classes. 

If  you  taught  multiple  sections  of  the  same  course,  count  them  as  separate  classes,  but  do  not  include  the  lab  section 
of  the  course  as  a separate  class.  For  each  class,  enter  the  code  for  the  academic  discipline  of  the  class.  (Refer  to 
pages  5-6  for  the  codes.  Please  enter  the  code  rather  than  the  course  name.) 


(1) 


CODE  FOR  ACADEMIC 
DISCIPLINE  OF  CLASS  (from  pp.  5-6) 


(2)  DURING  1992  FALL  TERM 

Number  of  weeks  the  class  met? 
Number  of  credit  hours? 
Number  of  hours  the  class  met  per  week? 
Number  of  teaching  assistants,  readers? 

Number  of  students  enrolled? 
Was  this  class  team  taught? 
Average  it  hours  per  week  you  taught  the  class? 


(3)  PRIMARY  LEVEL  OF  STUDENTS 

Lower  division  students  (first  or  second  year  postsecondary)  or 
Upper  division  students  (third  or  fourth  year  postsecondary)  or 
Graduate  or  any  other  post-baccalaureate  students,  or 

All  other  students? 


(4)  PRIMARY  INSTRUCTIONAL  METHOD  USED 

Lecture 

Seminar 

Discussion  group  or  class  presentations 
Lab,  clinic  or  problem  session 
Apprenticeship,  internship,  field  work,  or  field  trips 

Role  playing,  simulation,  or  other  performance  (e.g.>  art,  music,  drama) 

TV  or  radio 
Group  projects 
Cooperative  learning  groups 


A. 


FIRST  FOR-CREDIT 
CLASS 


o 

ERIC 


B. 


SECOND  FOR-CREDIT 
CLASS 


1.  Yes  2.  No 


(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 


(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 


b. 


1.  Yes  2.  No 


(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 


(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 


300 
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THIRD  FOR-CREDIT 
^ CLASS 


^ a 

FOURTH  FOR-CREDIT 
CLASS 


a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 
g- 


1.  Yes  2.  No 


(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 


(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 


• • E> 

FIFTH  FOR-CREDIT 
CLASS 


a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 
g- 


1.  Yes  2.  No 


(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 


('C/Rd£  one; 
1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 


o 

ERIC 


a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g- 


1.  Yes  2.  No 


(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 
3 

■ 4 


(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 


a.  Number  of  weeks  the  class  met 
bvi  Number  of  hours 
c,.  Number  of  hours  the  class  met  per  week 
Number  or teachta  readers 

e.  : Number  of 
f*  ::;  Was  this  class 

gr  : Average  # hours  per  week  you  ta  ught 


Lower  diTision  students 
Upper  division  students 
graduate, : postrbaccalaureate  students 
All  other : students 


Lecture 

Seminar 

Discussion  group  or  class  presentations 
Lab,  clinic  or  problem  session 
Appr^ticeship,- internship,  etc;  ^ 

Paying,  simulation,  performance,  etc. 
TV  or  radio 

Group  projects  . . 

Cooperative  .learning  groups 
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24.  Did  you  teach  any  undergraduate  courses  for  credit  during  the  1992  Fall  Term  at  this  institution? 

- 1.  Yes  (ANSWER  24A)  2.  No  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION^^W^ 

“►  24A.  In  how  many  of  the  undergraduate  courses  that  you  taught  for  cre^  during  the  1992  Fall  Term  did  you 

use  . . . (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


None  Some 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 


All 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 


Computational  tools  or  software? 
Computer-aided  or  machine- aided  instruction? 
Student  presentations?  . 
d.  Student  evaluations  of  each  other’s  work? 
Multiple-choice  midterm  and/or  final  exam? 
Essay  midterm  and/or  final  exams? 
Short-answer  midterm  and/or  final  exams? 
Term/research  papers? 

i.  Multiple  drafts  of  written  work? 

j.  Grading  on  a curve? 

k.  Competency-based  grading? 


25.  For  each  type  of  student  listed  below,  please  indicate  how  many  students  received  individual  instruction  from  you 
during  the  1992  Fall  Term,  (e.g.,  independent  study  or  one-on-one  instruction,  including  working  with  individual 
students  in  a clinical  or  research  setting),  and  the  total  number  of  contact  hours  with  these  students  per  week. 

Do  not  count  regularly  scheduled  office  hours.  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 


Type  of  students  receiving  Formal  Individualized  Instruction 


(1)  Lower  division  students  (first  or  second  year  postsecondary) 

(2)  Upper  division  students  (thkd  or  fourth  year  postsecondary) 

(3)  Graduate  or  any  other  post-baccalaureate  students 

(4)  All  other  students 


A. 

Number  of 
students 


B. 

Total  contact 
hours  per  week 


26.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  how  many  regularly  scheduled  office  hours  did  you  have  per  week? 
(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  W) 

Number  of  hours  per  week 


27.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  how  much  informal  contact  with  students  did  you  have  each  week  outside  of  the 
classroom?  Do  not  count  individual  instruction,  independent  study,  etc.,  ot  regularly  scheduled  office  hours. 
(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  W) 

Number  of  hours  per  week 


28.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  were  you  engaged  in  any  professional  research,  writing,  or  creative  works? 
1.  Yes  . 2.  No  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION 

3D2 


o 

ERIC 
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29.  How  would  you  describe  your  primary  professional  research,  writing,  or  creative  work  during  the  1992  Fall  Term*> 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER)  ran  lerm. 

1.  Pure  or  basic  research  4.  Literary  or  expressive 

2.  Applied  research  5.  Program/Curriculum  design  and  development 

3.  Policy-oriented  research  or  analysis  6.  Other 

30.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  were  you  engaged  in  any  funded  research  or  funded  creative  endeavors?  Include  any 
grants,  contracts,  or  institutional  awards.  Do  not  include  consulting  services.  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1 Yes  2.  No  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION  34) 

31.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  were  you  a principal  investigator  (PI)  or  co-principal  investigator  (Co-PI)  for  any 
grants  or  contracts?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

Yes  2.  No  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION  33) 

32.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  how  many  individuals  other  than  yourself  were  supported  by  all  the  grants  and 
contracts  for  which  you  were  PI  or  Co-PI?  (WRITE  IN  NUMBER;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

Number  of  individuals 


33.  Fill  out  the  information  below  for  each  funding  source  during  the  1992  Fall  Term.  If 
estimate. 


not  sure,  give  your  best 


Funding  source 

(CIRCLE  V OR  •'2’^  FOR  EACH  SOURCE) 


(1)  This  institution? 


1.  Yes* 

2.  No 


B. 

Number 

of 

Grants/ 

Contracts 


Work  done  as. 

(CIRCLEALL 
THAT  APPLY) 


D. 

Total  funds 
for  1992-93 
academic 
year 


E. 


How  funds  were  used 
(CIRCLEALL  THAT  APPLY) 


1.  PI 

2.  Co-PI 

3.  Staff 


1 . Research 

2.  Program/curriculum 
development 

3.  Other 


(2)  Foundation  or  other  ^ Yes  ’ 
nonprofit  organization? 

2.  No 


(3)  For  profit  business 
or  industry  in  the 
private  sector? 


1.  Yes* 

2.  No 


1.  PI 

2.  Co-PI 

3.  Staff 


1.  PI 

2.  Co-PI 

3.  Staff 


1 . Research 

2.  Program/curriculum 
development 

3.  Other 


1 . Research 

2.  Program/curriculum 
development 

3.  Other 


(4)  State  or  local 
government? 


1.  Yes  * 

2.  No 


1.  PI 

2.  Co-PI 

3.  Staff 


1 . Research 

2.  Program/curriculum 
development 

3.  Other 


(5)  Federal 

Government? 


1.  Yes* 

2.  No 


1.  PI 

2.  Co-PI 

3.  Staff 


1 . Research 

2.  Program/curriculum 
development 

3.  Other 


(6)  Other  source? 
(WRITE  IN) 


1.  Yes* 

2.  No 


1.  PI 

2.  Co-PI 

3.  Staff 


1 . Research 

2.  Program/curriculum 
development 

3.  Other 


IC 
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34*  How  would  you  rate  each  of  the  following  facilities  or  resources  at  this  institution  that  were  available  for  your 
own  use  during  the  1992  Fall  Term?  {CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER,  OR  *NA/  ON  EACH  LINE) 


Not  Available/  Very  Very 

Not  Applicable  Poor  Poor  Good  Good 


NA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

a. 

Basic  research  equipment/instruments 

NA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

b. 

Laboratory  space  and.  supplies 

NA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

c. 

Availability  of  research  assistants 

NA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

d. 

Personal  computers 

MA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

e. 

Centralized  (main  frame)  computer  facilities 

NA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

f. 

Computer  networks  with  other  institutions 

NA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

g- 

Audio-visual  equipment 

NA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

h. 

Classroom  space 

NA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

i. 

Office  space 

NA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

j- 

Studio/performance  space 

NA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

k. 

Secretarial  support 

NA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

Library  holdings 

35.  Listed  below  are  some  ways  that  institutions  and  departments  may  use  internal  funds  for  the  professional 
development  of  faculty. 


Was  institutional  or  department  funding  available  for 
your  use  during  the  past  two  years  for  . . . 


B. 

Did  you  use  any  of  those  funds 
at  this  institution? 


C. 

Were  those  funds  adequate 
for  your  purposes? 


(1)  tuition  remission  at  this  or 
other  institutions? 


1.  Yes  

2.  No 

DK.  Don't  know 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


(2)  professional  association 
memberships  and/or 
registration  fees? 


1.  Yes  

2.  No 

DK.  Don’t  know 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


(3)  professional  travel? 


1.  Yes  

2.  No 

DK.  Don’t  know 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


(4)  training  to  improve  research 
or  teaching  skills? 


1.  Yes  

2.  No 

DK.  Don’t  know 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


(5)  retraining  for  fields  in  higher 
demand? 


1.  Yes  

2.  No 

DK.  Don’t  know 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


(6)  sabbatical  leave? 


o . 
ERIC 


1.  Yes  - 

2.  No 
DK.  Don’t  know 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 


1.  Yes 

2.  No 
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36. 


On  the  average,  hovK  many  hours  per  week  did  you  spend  at  each  of  the 
1992  Fall  Term?  (IF  NOT  SURE,  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATES) 


following  kinds  of  activities  during  the 


Average  number  hours  per  week 
during  the  1992  Fall  Term 


a.  All  paid  activities  at  this  institution  (teaching,  research,  administration,  etc.) 

b.  All  unpaid  activities  at  this  institution 

c.  Any  other  paid  activities  outside  this  institution  (e.g.,  consulting,  working  on  other  jobs) 

d.  Unpaid  (pro  bono)  professional  service  activities  outside  this  institution 


37.  In  column  ^ we  ask  you  to  allocate  your  toM  work  time  in  the  Fall  of  1992  (as  reported  in  Question  36)  into 
several  categories.  We  realize  that  they  are  not  mutually  exclusive  categories  (e.g.,  research  may  include 
teaching;  preparing  a course  may  be  part  of  professional  growth).  We  ask,  however,  that  you  allocate  as  best 
you  can  the  proportion  of  your  Ume  spent  in  activities  whose  primary  focus  falls  within  the  indicated  categories 
In  column  B,  indicate  what  percentage  of  your  time  you  would  prefer  to  spend  in  each  of  the  listed  categories. 


A. 

of  Work 
Time  Spent 


(WRITE  IN  A PERCENTAGE  ON  EACH  LINE. 


B. 

% of  Work 


% 

-p  ' vy 

a.  Teaching  (including  teaching,  grading  papers,  preparing  courses;  developing 
new  c^ricula;  advising  or  supervising  students;  working  with  student 
organizations  or  intramural  athletics) 

jiiuic  rrcicrrcu 

% 

% 

b.  Research/Scholarship  (including  research;  reviewing  or  preparing  articles 
or  books;  attending  or  preparing  for  professional  meetings  or  conferences; 
reviewing  proposals;  seeking  outside  funding;  giving  performances  or 
exhibitions  in  the  fine  or  applied  arts,  or  giving  speeches) 

% 

% 

c.  Professional  Growth  (including  taking  courses,  pursuing  an  advanced 
de^ee;  other  professional  development  activities,  such  as  practice  or 
activities  to  remain  current  in  your  field) 

% 

% 

d.  Administration 

% 

% 

e.  Outside  Consulting  or  Freelance  Work 

% 

% 

f.  Service/Other  Non-Teaching  Activities  (including  providing  legal  or 
medical  services  or  psychological  counseling  to  clients  or  patients;  paid  or 
unpaid  commumty  or  public  service,  service  to  professional 
societies/associations;  other  activities  or  work  not  listed  in  a-e) 

% 

100% 

PLEASE  BE  SURE  THAT  THE  PERCENTAGES  YOU  PROVIDE  ADD  II 
UP  TO  100%  OF  THE  TOTAL  TIME.  | 

100% 

t 


18 


38.  Are  you  a member  of  the  union  (or  other  bargaining  association)  that  represents  faculty  at  this  institution? 

1.  Union  is  available,  but  I am  not  eligible 

2.  I am  eligible,  but  not  a member 

3.  I am  eligible,  and  a member 

4.  Union  is  not  available  at  this  institution 

SECTION  D.  JOB  SATISFACTION  ISSUES 


39.  How  satisfied  or  dissatisfied  are  you  with  each  of  the  following  aspects  of  your  instructional  duties  at  this 
institution?  (CIRCLE  "NA  ” IF  YOU  HAD  NO  INSTRUCTIONAL  DUTIES) 

NA.  No  instructional  duties  (GO  TO;QUES^QN;4 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM;  IF  AN  ITEM  DOES  NOT  APPLY  TO  YOU,  WRITE  IN  "NA"  NEXT 


TO  THE  ITEM) 

Very 

Dissatisfied 

Somev^t 

Dissatisfied 

Somewhat 

Satisfied 

Very 

Satisfied 

1 

2 

3 

4 

a.  The  authority  I have  to  make  decisions  about  content  and  methods  in  the 
courses  I teach 

1 

2 

3 

4 

b.  The  authority  I have  to  make  decisions  about  other  (non-instructional) 
aspects  of  my  job 

1 

2 

3 

4 

c.  The  authority  I have  to  make  decisions  about  what  courses  I teach 

1 

2 

3 

4 

d.  Time  available  for  working  with  students  as  an  advisor,  mentor,  etc. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

e.  Quality  of  undergraduate  students  whom  I have  taught  here 

1 

2 

3 

4 

f.  Quality  of  graduate  students  whom  I have  taught  here 

How  satisfied  or  dissatisfied  are  you  with  the  following  aspects  of  your  job  at  this  institution? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 

Very 

Dissatisfied 

Somewhat 

Dissatisfied 

Somewhat 

Satisfied 

Very 

Satisfied 

1 

2 

3 

4 

a.  My  work  load 

1 

2 

3 

4 

b.  My  job  security 

1 

2 

3 

4 

c.  Opportunity  for  advancement  in  rank  at  this  institution 

1 

2 

3 

4 

d.  Time  available  for  keeping  current  in  my  field 

1 

2 

3 

4 

e.  Freedom  to  do  outside  consulting 

1 

2 

3 

4 

f.  My  salary 

1 

2 

3 

4 

g.  My  benefits,  generally 

1 

2 

3 

4 

h.  Spouse  or  partner  employment  opportunities  in  this  geographic  area 

1 

2 

3 

4 

i.  My  job  here,  overall 

O 
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41.  During  the  next  three  years,  how  likely  is  it  that  you  will  leave  this  job  to  . . . 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 

Not  At  Somewhat  Very 
All  Likely  Likely  Likely 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


2 

2 

2 

2 

2 


3 a.  accept  a part-time  job  at  a different  postsecondary  institution? 

3 b.  accept  a full-time  job  at  a different  postsecondary  institution? 

3 c.  accept  a j^t-time  job  not  ^ _a  postsecondary  institution? 

3 d.  accept  a full-time  job  not  at  a postsecondary  institution? 

3 e.  retire  from  the  labor  force? 


42.  At  what  age  do  you  think  you  are  most  likely  to  stop  working  at  a postsecondary  institution? 
(WRITE  IN  AGE,  OR  CIRCLE  "DK!') 

Years  of  age 

DK.  Don’t  know 


43.  If  you  were  to  leave  your  current  position  in  academia  to  accept  another  position  inside  or  outside  of  academia, 
how  important  would  each  of  the  following  be  in  your  decision?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 

Not  Somewhat  Very 

Important  Important  Important 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 


3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 


a.  Salary  level 

b.  Tenure-track/tenured  position 

c.  Job  security 

d.  Opportunities  for  advancement 

e.  Benefits 

f.  No  pressure  to  publish 

g.  Good  research  facilities  and  equipment 

h.  Good  instructional  facilities  and  equipment 

i.  Good  job  or  job  opportunities  for  my  spouse  or  partner 

j.  Good  geographic  location 

k.  Good  environment/schools  for  my  children 

l.  Greater  opportunity  to  teach 

m.  Greater  opportunity  to  do  research 

n.  Greater  opportunity  for  administrative  responsibilities 


ERIC 
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44.  If  you  could  elect  to  draw  on  your  retirement  and  still  continue  working  at  your  institution  on  a part-time  basis, 
would  you  do  so?  (CIRCLE  ONE) 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

DK.  Don’t  know 

45.  If  an  early  retirement  option  were  offered  to  you  at  your  institution,  would  you  take  it? 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

DK.  Don’t  know 

46.  At  which  age  do  you  think  you  are  most  likely  to  retire  from  all  paid  employment? 

(WRITE  IN  AGE,  OR  CIRCLE  ''DK') 

Years  of  age 

DK.  Don’t  know 
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SECTION  E.  COMPENSATION 


Note:  Your  responses  to  these  kerns  as  wkh  all  other  kerns  in  this  questionnaire  are  voluntary  and  strictly  confidential 
They  will  be  used  only  in  statistical  summaries,  and  will  not  be  disclosed  to  your  instkution  or  to  any  individual  or  group. 
Furthermore,  all  information  that  would  permk  identification  of  individuals  or  instkutions  will  be  removed  from  the  survey 


47.  For  the  calendar  year  1992,  estimate  your  gross  compensation  before  taxes  from  each  of  the  sources  listed  below. 


(IF  NOT  SURE,  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATES;  IF  NO  COMPENSATION  FROM  A SOURCE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

Compensation  from  this  institution:  

^ salary  — ► b.  1>pe  of  appointment  (e.g.,  9 months)  | | # of  months 

5 c.  Other  teaching  at  this  institution  not  included 

in  basic  stdary  (e.g.,  for  summer  session) 

5 d.  Supplements  not  included  in  basic  salary  (for 

administration,  research,  coaching  sports,  etc.) 

5 e.  Non-monetary  compensation,  such  as  food,  housing,  car 

(Do  not  include  employee  benefits  such  as  medical,  dental,  or  life  insurance) 

5 f-  Any  other  income  from  this  institution 


$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 


Compensation  from  other  sources: 

g.  Employment  at  another  academic  institution 

h.  Legal  or  medical  services  or  psychological  counseling 

i.  Outside  consulting,  consulting  business  or  freelance  work 

j.  Self-owned  business  (other  than  consulting)  r 

k.  Professional  performances  or  exhibitions 

l.  Speaking  fees,  honoraria 

m.  Royalties  or  commissions 

n.  Any  other  employment 

o.  Non-monetary  compensation,  such  as  food,  housing,  car 

(Do  not  include  employee  benefits  such  as  medical,  dental,  or  life  insurance) 

Other  sources  of  earned  income  (WRITE  IN  BELOW): 

P- 

q-  


48.  For  the  calendar  year  1992,  how  many  persons  were  in  your  household  including  yourself? 
Total  number  in  household 


49.  For  the  calendar  year  1992,  what  was  your  total  household  income? 

$ Total  household  income 

50.  For  the  calendar  year  1992,  how  many  dependents  did  you  have?  Do  not  include  yourself.  (A  dependent  is 
someone  receiving  at  least  half  of  his  or  her  support  from  you.) 

Number  of  dependents 


O 


SECTION  F - SOCldDtijMOG^ 

51.  Are  you  ... 

1.  male,  or 

2.  female? 

52.  In  what  month  and  year  were  you  bom? 

(WRITE  IN  MONTH  AND  YEAR) 

MONTH  YEAR 

53.  What  is  your  race?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native 

2.  Asian  or  Pacific  Islander  (ANSWER  53A) 

3.  African  American/Black 

4.  White 

5.  Oihtr  (WRITE  IN  BELOW) 


54.  Are  you  of  Hispanic  descent? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

|—  1.  Yes  (ANSWER  54A) 

2.  No  (SKIP  TO  QI^STIQN  55) 

— ► 54A  What  is  your  Spanish/Hispanic  oHgin? 

If  more  than  one,  circle  the  one  you 
consider  the  most  important  part  of 
your  background. 

1.  Mexican,  Mexican-Americim, 
Chicano 

2.  Cuban,  Cubano 

3.  Puerto  Rican,  Puertorriqueno,  or 
Bouricuan 

4.  OXhtr  (WRITE  IN  BELOW) 


55.  What  is  your  current  marital  status? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Single,  never  married 

2.  Married 

3.  Living  with  someone  in  a marriage-like  relationship 

4.  Separated 

5.  Divorced 

6.  Widowed 


— ► 53 A.  What  is  your  Asian  or  Pacific  Islander 
origin?  If  more  than  one,  circle  the  one 
you  consider  the  most  important  part  of 
your  background.  (CIRCLE  ONE 
NUMBER) 

1.  Chinese 

2.  Filipino 

3.  Japanese 

4.  Korean 

5.  Southeast  Asian  (Vietnamese, 

Laotian,  Cambodian/Kampuchean,  etc.) 

6.  Pacific  Islander 

7.  Oihtr  (WRITE  IN  BELOW) 


(SKIP  TO  QUESTION  55) 
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56.  In  what  country  were  you  bom? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 


1.  USA 

2.  Other  (WRITE  IN) 

57.  What  is  your  citizenship  status? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  United  States  citizen,  native 

2.  United  States  citizen,  naturalized 

3.  Permanent  resident  of  the  United  States  (immigrant  visa) 

COUNTRY  OF  PRESENT  rTTT7FNSHTP 

4.  Temporary  resident  of  United  States  (non-immigrant  visa) 

COUNTRY  OF  PRESENT  CITIZENSHIP 

58.  What  is  the  highest  level  of  formal  education  completed  by  your  mother  and  your  father? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  FOR  EACH  PERSON) 

A.  B. 

Mother  Father 


1 

1 

a. 

Less  than  high  school  diploma 

2 

2 

b. 

High  school  diploma 

3 

3 

c. 

Some  college 

4 

4 

d. 

Associate’s  degree 

5 

5 

e. 

Bachelor’s  degree 

6 

6 

f. 

Master’s  degree 

7 

7 

g- 

Doctorate  or  professional  degree 
(e.g.,  PLD.,  M.D.,  D.V.M.,  J.D./L.L.B.) 

8 

8 

h. 

Other 

DK 

DK 

i. 

Don’t  know 
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59.  Please  indicate  the  extent  to  which  you  agree  or  disagree  with  each  of  the  following  statements. 

{CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  STATEMENT) 


Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree  Agree  Agree 

Somewhat  Somewhat  Strongly 

1 

2 3 

4 

a.  Teaching  effectiveness  should  be  the  primary  criterion  for  promotion  of 
college  teachers  at  this  institution. 

1 

2 3 

4 

b.  Resear ch/publications  should  be  the  primary  criterion  for  promotion  of 
college  teachers  at  this  institution. 

1 

2 3 

4 

c.  At  this  institution,  research  is  rewarded  more  than  teaching. 

1 

2 3 

. 4 

d.  State  or  federally  mandated  assessment  requirements  will  improve  the 
quality  of  xmdergraduate  education. 

1 

2 3 

. 4 

e.  Female  faculty  members  are  treated  fairly  at  this  institution. 

1 

2 3 

. 4 

f.  Faculty  who  are  members  of  racial  or  ethnic  minorities  are  treated  fairly 
at  this  institution. 

1 

2 3 

. 4 

g.  If  I had  it  to  do  over  again,  I would  still  choose  an  academic  career. 

Please  indicate  your  opinion  regarding  whether  each  of  the  following  has  worsened,  stayed  the  same,  or  improved 
in  recent  years  at  this  institution.  (CIRCLE  ONE  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 

Worsened 

Stayed  Don’t 

the  Same  Improved  Know 

1 

2 

3 DK 

a.  The  quality  of  students  who  choose  to  pursue  academic  careers  in  my 
field 

1 

2 

3 DK 

b.  The  opportunities  junior  faculty  have  for  advancement  in  my  field 

1 

2 

3 DK 

c.  The  professional  competence  of  individuals  entering  my  academic  field 

1 

2 

3 DK 

d.  The  ability  of  this  institution  to  meet  the  educational  needs  of  entering 
students 

1 

2 

3 DK 

e.  The  ability  of  faculty  to  obtain  external  funding 

1 

2 

3 DK 

f.  Pressure  to  increase  faculty  workload  at  this  institution 

1 

2 

3 DK 

g.  The  quality  of  undergraduate  education  at  this  institution 

1 

2 

3 DK 

h.  The  atmosphere  for  free  expression  of  ideas 

1 

2 

3 DK 

i.  The  quality  of  research  at  this  institution 

thank  you  very  much  for  your  participation 


Return  this  completed  questionnaire  in  the  enclosed  prepaid  envelope  to: 


National  Opinion  Research  Center  (NORC) 
University  of  Chicago 
1525  East  55th  Street 
Chicago,  niinois  60615 
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1993  NATIONAL  STUDY  OF  POSTSEGONDARY  FACULTY  (NSOPF) 
INSTITUTION  QUESTIONNAIRE 


General  Instructions 

Obtaining  counts  of  different  kinds  of  faculty/staff  is  an  important  part  of  NSOPF-93.  The  institution  questionnaire 
seeks  information  about  full-  and  part-time  instructional  faculty  and  other  instructional  personnel,  as  well  as  non- 
instructional  faculty  in  2-  and  4-year  (and  above)  higher  education  institutions  of  all  types  and  sizes.  Section  I pertains 
to  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff,  Section  II  pertains  to  full-time  non-instructional  faculty,  and  Section  III 
pertains  to  part-time  instructional  faculty/staff.  For  more  information  on  who  to  include  or  exclude  in  each  of  the 
sections  of  this  questionnaire^  please  refer  to  the  glossary  below  and/or  the  introduction  at  each  section.  Since  we  are 
asking  about  fuU-  and  part-time,  and  permanent  and  temporary  faculty/staff  as  defined  by  your  institution,  please  write 
in  those  definitions  in  the  space  provided  in  the  glossary. 

Most  questions  ask  you  to  fill  in  information;  write  in  the  number  in  the  space  provided.  Other  questions  ask  you  to 
circle  a number  to  indicate  your  response;  circle  the  number  in  front  of  the  response,  and  not  the  response  itself. 
Please  read  each  question  carefully  and  follow  all  instructions.  Some  of  the  questions  may  not  appear  to  fit  your 
institution  precisely;  if  you  have  a response  other  than  those  listed  for  a particular  question,  write  in  that  response. 

Many  questions  ask  about  the  1992  Fall  Term.  By  this,  we  mean  whatever  academic  term  was  in  progress  on  October 
15, 1992.  If  your  institution  has  multiple  campuses,  answer  only  for  the  campus  named  in  the  label  on  the  back  of  the 
questionnaire. 

Please  keep  track  of  who  fills  out  this  questionnaire  and  fill  in  this  information  on  page  20.  Mailing  instructions  for 
the  completed  questionnaire  are  also  on  page  20. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  how  to  proceed  if  your  institution  has  both  lay  faculty  and  those  assigned  by  a religious 
order,  or  if  you  have  other  questions,  please  call  NORC  toll-free  at  1-800-733-NORC. 


Glossary 


Instructional  faculty /staff— All  institutional  staff  (faculty  and  non-faculty)  whose  major  regular  assignment  at  this 
institution  (more  than  50%)  is  instruction.  This  corresponds  to  the  IPEDS  definition.  Individuals  do  not  need  to  have 
a dedicated  instructional  assignment  to  be  included  in  this  category.  Be  sure  to  include  (1)  administrators  whose  major 
responsibility  is  instruction;  (2)  individuals  with  major  instructional  assignments  who  have  temporary,  adjunct,  acting  or 
visiting  status;  (3)  individuals  whose  major  re^ar  assignment  is  instruction  but  who  have  been  granted  release  time  for 
other  institutional  activities;  and  (4)  individuals  whose  major  regular  assignment  is  instruction  but  who  are  on 
sabbatical  from  your  institution. 

Please  do  n^  include:  Graduate  or  undergraduate  teaching  assistants,  postdoctoral  appointees,  temporary 

replacements  for  personnel  on  sabbatical  leave,  instructional  personnel  on  leave  without  pay  or  teaching  outside  the 
U.S.,  military  personnel  who  teach  only  ROTC  courses,  and  instructional  personnel  supplied  by  independent 
contractors. 

Non-instructional  faculty— All  institutional  staff  who  have  faculty  status  but  would  not  be  included  as  instructional 
faculty  since  their  specific  and  major  regular  assignment  is  not  instruction  but  may  be  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
research,  performing  public  service,  or  carrying  out  administrative  functions  of  the  institution. 


ON  THE  NEXT  PAGE,  PLEASE  PROVIDE  YOUR  INSTITUTION’S  DEFINITIONS  OF 
FULL-  AND  PART-TIME  AND  PERMANENT  AND  TEMPORARY  FACULTY/STAFF. 
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Full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  (WRITE  IN  YOUR  INSTITUTION’S  DEFINITION) 


Full-Ume  non-instructional  faculty  (WRITE  IN  YOUR  INSTITUTION’S  DEFINITION) 


Part-time  instructional  faculty/staff  (WRITE  IN  YOUR  INSTITUTION’S  DEFINITION) 


Part-time  non-instructional  faculty  (WRITE  IN  YOUR  INSTITUTION’S  DEFINITION) 


Permanent  faculty/instructional  staff  (WRITE  IN  YOUR  INSTITUTION’S  DEFINITION) 


Temporary  faculty/instructional  staff  (WRITE  IN  YOUR  INSTITUTION’S  DEFINITION) 


PLEASE  FILL  OUT  THE  REST  OF  THE  QUESTIONNAIRE  USING  YOUR  INSTITUTION'S  DEFINITIONS  OF 
FULL-  AND  PART-TIME  AND  PERMANENT  AND  TEMPORARY  FACULTY/STAFF.  PLEASE  REMEMBER 
THAT  THE  1992  FALL  TERM  IS  THE  PRIMARY  REFERENCE  PERIOD. 


1. 


During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  how  many  of  each  of  the  following  types  of  staff  were  employed  by  your 
institution?  Include  both  permanent  and  temporary  faculty/staff.  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE; 
IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

a.  Full-time  instructional  faculty /staff 

b.  Part-time  instructional  faculty/staff 

c.  Full-time  non-instructional  faculty 

d.  Part-time  non-instructional  faculty 


GUIDE  TO  COMPLETING  THE  REST  OF  THE  QUESTIONNAIRE 

IF  YOUR  INSTITUTION  HAD  ANY  FUI.L-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY/STAFF.  BEGIN  WITH 
SECTION  I ON  THE  NEXT  PAGE.  IF  YOUR  INSTITUTION  DID  NOT  HAVE  ANY  FULL-TIME 
INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY/STAFF,  SKIP  TO  SECTION  H ON  PAGE  10. 
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SECTION  ir  FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY/STAFF 


QUESTIONS  2-14  APPLY  TO  PERMANENT  FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY/STAFF  (REFER  TO 
THE  GLOSSARY  ON  PAGE  1) 

QUESTIONS  15-16  APPLY  TO  TEMPORARY  FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY/STAFF 
QUESTIONS  17-19  APPLY  TO,^  FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY/STAFF 

Please  provide  the  following  information  about  changes  in  the  number  of  permanent  full-time  instructional 

faculty/stalT  between  the  1991  and  1992  Fall  Terms. 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

a-  Total  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  during  1992  Fall  Term 

(IF  ALL  FULL-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  AT  YOUR  INSTITUTION  ARE 
PERMANENT,  THIS  NUMBER  SHOULD  EQUAL  THE  NUMBER  REPORTED  IN 
. QUESTION  la,  ON  PAGE  3)  . . 

' b.  Number  of  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  at  the  beginning  of  the  1992  Fall  Term 
who  were  hired  since  the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Term 

c.  Number  of  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  who  retired  between  the  beginning  of  the 

1991  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1992  Fall  Term 

Number  of  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  who  left  because  of  downsizing  between 

the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1992  Fall  Term 

e.  Number  of  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  who  left  for  other  reasons  between  the 

beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1992  Fall  Term 

f-  Total  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  during  1991  Fall  Term 


How  many  .permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staif  was  your  institution  seeking  to  hire  for  the  1992  Fall 
Term?  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

Number  of  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff 


4.  Were  any  permanent  full-time  instructional  facultv/staff  positions  not  filled  for  the  1992  Fall  Term  due  to 
ilscal  constraints?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1-  Yes  ► (A.) Niunber  of  unfilled  positions  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER) 

2.  No 

5.  Does  your  institution  have  a tenure  system  for  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes  (CONTINUE  WITH  QUESTION  6 ON  THE  NEXT  PAGE) 

2.  No  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION  11  ON  PAGE  6) 


During  the  1992  and  1991  Fall  Terms,  how  many  tenured  and  tenure-track  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff 
did  your  institution  have?  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  ’W) 

a.  Tenured,  1992  Fall  Term 

• b.  Temne- track,  1992  Fall  Term 

c.  Temned,  1991  Fall  Term 

d.  Tenure-track,  1991  Fall  Term 


Of  those  tenured  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  who  left  your  institution  between  the  beginning  of  the 
1991  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1992  Fall  Term,  how  many  left  for  each  of  the  following  reasons? 
(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0"; 

a.  Retirement 

b.  Downsizing 

c.  For  other  reasons 

During  the  1992-93  academic  year  (i.e..  Fall  1992  through  Spring  1993),  how  many  full-time  instructional 
faculty/staff  at  your  institution  were  considered  for  tenure,  and  how  many  were  granted  tenure?  (WRITE  IN 
A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

a.  Number  of  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  considered  for  tenure 

b.  Number  of  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  granted  tenure 

Fill  in  the  following  information  about  the  maximum  number  of  years  full-time  instructional  faculty/stafT  can 
be  on  a tenure  track.  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE) 

a.  Maximum  number  of  years  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  can  be  on  a tenure  track  and  not 
Yrs  receive  tenme  (IF  NO  MAXIMUM,  WRITE  IN 

b.  If  maximum  number  of  years  has  changed  during  past  5 years,  write  in  previous  maximum 
(IF  NO  CHANGE,  WRITE  IN  W) 


During  the  past  flve  years,  has  your  institution  done  any  of  the  following? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ACTION) 


Yes  No 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 


a.  Replaced  some  tenured  or  tenure-track  full-time  instructional  faculty  with  faculty  on  fixed- 
term  contracts 

b.  Made  the  standards  more  stringent  for  granting  tenure  to  full-time  instructional 
faculty/staff 

c.  Taken  any  other  actions  designed  to  lower  the  percent  of  tenured  full-time  instructional 

(DESCRIBE  ANY  ACTIONS  TAKEN) 


11.  During  the  past  five  years,  has  your  institution  offered  early  or  phased  retirement  to  any  permanent  full-time 
instructional  faculty/staff?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes ► (A.)  Number  of  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  who  took  advantage  of  this 

■ offer  during  the  past  five  years  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

2.  No 


12.  Indicate  if  each  of  the  retirement  plans  listed  below  is  available  to  any  permanent  full-time  instructional 

faculty /staff  at  your  institution.  If  available,  please  indicate  whether  the  plan  is  subsidized  or  not  subsidized 
by  your  institution. 


(12A) 


Fully 

'Subsidized 

Partially 

Subsidized 

Subsidized 

a.  TIAA/CREF  plan  1.  Yes  ► 

2.  No 

1 2 3 

b.  Other  403B  plan  1.  Yes  ► 

2.  No 

1 2 3 

c.  State  plan  1.  Yes  ► 

2.  No 

1 2 . 3 

d.  401K  or  401B  plan  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 2 3 

e.  Other  retirement  plan  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 2 '3 

er|c 
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13.  Indicate  which  of  the  following  employee  benefits  is  available  at  your  institution  to  any  permanent  fulhtime 
instructional  faculty/staff.  If  available,  indicate  whether  the  benefit  is  subsidized  or  not  subsidized  by  your 
institution. 

(13A) 


Fully 

Subsidized 

Partially 
: Subsidized 

Not 

Subsidized 

a. 

Wellness  program  or  health 
promotion 

1 Ypr 

1 

2 

3 

2.  No 

b. 

Medical  insurance  or  medical  care 

1 Ypr 

1 

2 

3 

X.  I CS 

2.  No 

O 

c. 

Dental  insurance  or  dental  care 

1 Ypv 

1 

2 

3 

X.  1 CS 

2.  No 

JL 

d. 

Disabihty  insurance  program 

1 Ypr 

1 

2 

3 

X.  1 CS 

2.  No 

O 

e. 

Life  insurance 

1 Ypr 

1 

9 

3 

X.  I CS 

2.  No 

f. 

Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or 
other  institutions  for  spouse 

1 Ypr 

1 

9 

3 

X.  1 CS 

2.  No 

g- 

Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or 
other  institutions  for  children 

1 Ypc 

1 

9 

3 

2.  No 

1, 

Child  care 

1 Ypc 

1 

9 

3 

n. 

X.  1 CS 

2.  No 

i. 

H ousing/ mortgage 

1 Ypc 

1 

9 

3 

X.  1 CS 

2.  No 

j- 

Meals 

1 Ypc 

1 

9 

3 

X.  I CS 

2.  No 

k. 

Transportation/parking 

1 Ypc 

1 

9 

3 

X.  I CS 

2.  No 

1. 

Maternity  leave 

1 Ypc 

1 

9 

3 

X.  I CS  ■— 

2.  No 

m. 

Paternity  leave 

1 Ypc 

1 

9 

3 

X.  I CS 

2.  No 

n. 

Medical  insurance  for  retirees 

1 Ypc 

1 

9 

3 

X.  I es 

2.  No 

0. 

"Cafeteria-style”  benefits  plan 
(plan  tmder  which  staff  can  trade 
off  some  benefits  for  others, 
following  guidelines  established  by 
the  institution) 

1 Ypc 

1 

9 

3 

X.  I es 

2.  No 

14.  What  is  the  average  percentage  of  salary  that  is  contributed  by  your  institution  to  the  total  benefits  package  for 
permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff?  (WRITE  IN  PERCENTAGE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

% 
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15.  Are  any  of  the  employee  benefits  listed  in  Question  13  available  to  temporary  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff 
dityommsiUniionZ:  (CIRCLE  ONE'NUMBER  OR  DK) 

1.  Yes^  (ANSVyER  QUESTION  16) 

2.  No  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION  17  ON  THE  NEXT  PAGE) 

DK.  Don’t  Know  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION  17  ON  THE  NEXT  PAGE) 

16.  Indicate  which  of  the  following  employee  benefits  are  available  to  temporary  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  at 
your  institution?  If  available,  indicate  whether  each  benefit  is  subsidized  or  not  subsidized  by  your  institution. 

(IF  YOU  DON’T  KNOW  WHETHER  A BENEFIT  IS  AVAILABLE,  CIRCLE  "DK") 


(16A) 


Fully 

: Subsidized  V 

Partially  ; 
Subsidized;  ^ 

-Not 

Subsidized 

a.  Wellness  program  or  health  1.  Yes ► 

promotion  2.  No  DK 

12  3 

b.  Medical  insurance  or  medic^  care  1.  Yes  ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

c.  Dental  insurance  or  dental  care  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

d.  Disability  insurance  program  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

12  3 

e.  Life  insurance  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK  . 

12  3 

f.  Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  1.  Yes  — ► 

other  institutions  for  spouse  2.  No  DK 

12  3 

g.  Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  1.  Yes ► 

other  institutions  for  children  2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

h.  Child  care  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

12  3 

i.  Housing/mortgage  1.  Yes 

2.  No  DK 

12  3 

j.  Meals  * 1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

k.  Trahsportation/parking  1.  Yes 

2.  No  DK 

■ 1 2 '3 

1.  Maternity  leave  1..  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 . , 3 ; 

m.  Paternity  leave  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

12  3 

n.  Medical  insurance  for  retirees  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

12  3 

0.  "Cafeteria-style”  benefits  plan  1.  Yes ► 

(plan  under  which  staff  can  tr.ade  2.  No  DK 

off  some  benefits  for  others, 
foUowing  guidelines  established  by 
the  institution) 

12  3 

ERIC 
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17.  What  percentage  of  undergraduate  instruction,  as  measured  by  total  student  credit  hours  taught,  is  carried  by 
all  full-time  permanent  and  temporary  instructional  faculty/staff?  Student  credit  hours  are  defined  as  the 
number  of  course  credits  or  contact  hours  multiplied  by  the  number  of  students  enrolled.  (CIRCLE  ONE 
NUMBER) 

1.  NONE 

2.  Less  than  10% 

3.  10-24% 

4.  25-49% 

5.  50-74% 

6.  75-99% 

7.  100% 

18.  Are  any  of  the  following  used  in  assessing  the  teaching  performance  of  full-time  (permanent  or  temporary) 
instructional  faculty/staff  at  this  institution?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER.  OR  "DK"  ON  EACH  LINE) 


Yes 

Don’t 
No  Know 

1 

2 

DK 

a. 

Student  evaluations 

1 

2 

DK 

b. 

Student  test  scores 

1 

2 

DK 

c. 

Student  career  placement 

1 

2 

DK 

d. 

Other  measures  of  student  performance 

1 

2 

DK 

e. 

Department/division  chair  evaluations 

1 

2 

DK 

f. 

Dean  evaluations 

1 

2 

DK 

g- 

Peer  evaluations 

1 

2 

DK 

h. 

Self-evaluations 

1 

2 

DK 

i. 

Ofher  (DESCRIBE) 

19.  Are  any  of  your  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  legally  represented  by  a union  (or  other  association)  for 
purposes  of  collective  bargaining  with  this  institution?  ( CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes ► (A.)  % (approximate)  percent  represented  (WRITE  IN  PERCENTAGE) 

2.  No 


O r*  r=" 

a .-.D' 
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SECTION  n;  FULL-TIME  NON-INSTRUCHONAL  FACULTY 


IF  YOU  INDICATED  YOUR  INSTITUTION  HAD  NO  FULL-TIME  NON-INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (AT 
QUESTION  Ic),  PLEASE  SKIP  TO  SECTION  HI,  PAGE  IS.  OTHERWISE,  CONTINUE  WITH  SECTION  II. 


QUESTIONS  20-30  APPLY  TO  PERMANENT  FULL-TIME  NON-INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  (REFER  TO 
THE  GLOSSARY  ON  PAGE  1).  PLEASE  WRITE  IN  BELOW  EXAMPLES  OF  SOME  OF  THE  TITLES  OR 
POSITIONS  HELD  BY  NON-INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY  AT  YOUR  INSTITUTION  (e.g.,  RESEARCH 
SCIENTIST,  COMMUNICATIONS  DIRECTOR,  VICE-PRESIDENT,  ETC.). 


QUESTIONS  31-33  APPLY  TO  TEMPORARY  FULL-TIME  NON-INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY. 


20.  Please  provide  the  following  information  about  changes  in  the  number  of  permanent  full-time  non-instructional 

faculty  between  the  1991  and  1992  Fall  Terms.  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE 

IN  "0."  IF  YOU  DON’T  KNOW,  WRITE  IN  "DK") 

a-  Total  permanent  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  during  1992  Fall  Term 

Number  of  permanent  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  at  the  beginning  of  the  1992  Fall  Term 

who  were  hired  since  the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Term 

c.  Number  of  permanent  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  who  retired  between  the  beginning  of  the 

1991  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1992  Fall  Term 

Number  of  permanent  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  who  left  because  of  downsizing  between 

the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1992  Fall  Term 

Number  of  permanent  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  who  left  for  other  reasons  between  the 

beginning  of  the  1991  Fall  Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1992  Fall  Term 

f-  Total  permanent  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  during  1991  Fall  Term 


Does  your  institution  have  a tenure  system  for  full-time  non-instructional  faculty? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1-  Yes  2.  No  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION  27  ON  PAGE  12) 


22.  During  the  1992  and  1991  Fall  Terms,  how  many  tenured  and  tenure-track  full-time  non-instructional  faculty 
did  your  institution  have?  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

a.  Tenured,  1992  Fall  Term 

b.  Tenure-track,  1992  Fall  Term 

c.  Tenured,  1991  Fall  Term 

d.  Tenure-track,  1991  Fall  Term 


23. 


Of  those  tenured  non-instnictional  faculty  who  left  your  institution  between  the  beginning  of  the  1991  Fall 
Term  and  the  beginning  of  the  1992  Fall  Term,  how  many  left  for  each  of  the  following  reasons? 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

a.  Retirement 

b.  Downsizing 

c.  For  other  reasons 


24.  During  the  1992-93  academic  year  (i.e.,  Fall  1992  through  Spring  1993),  how  many  full-time  non-instructional 
faculty  at  your  institution  were  considered  for  tenure,  and  how  many  were  granted  tenure? 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0”) 

a.  Number  of  permanent  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  considered  for  tenure 

b.  Number  of  permanent  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  granted  tenure 


25.  Fill  in  the  following  information  about  the  maximum  number  of  years  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  can 
be  on  a tenure  track.  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER  ON  EACH  LINE) 

a.  Maximum  number  of  years  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  staff  can  be  on  a tenure  track  and 
Yrs  not  receive  tenure  (IF  NO  MAXIMUM,  WRITE  IN  "O") 

b.  If  maximum  number  of  years  has  changed  during  past  5 years,  write  in  previous  maximum 
Yrs  (IF  NO  CHANGE,  WRITE  IN  "O") 


26.  During  the  past  five  years,  has  your  institution  done  any  of  the  following? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ACTION) 


Yes 

No 

1 

2 

a.  Replaced  some  tenured  or  tenure-track  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  positions  with 

faculty  on  fixed-term  contracts 

1 

2 

b.  Made  the  standards  more  stringent  for  granting  tenure  to  full-time  non-instructional 

faculty 

1 

2 

c.  Taken  any  other  actions  designed  to  lower  the  percent  of  tenured  full-time  non- 

instructional  faculty  (DESCRIBE  ANY  ACTIONS  TAKEN) 
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27.  During  the  past  five  years,  has  your  institution  offered  early  or  phased  retirement  to  any  permanent  full-time 
non-instructional  faculty?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes ► (A.) ^ Number  of  permanent  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  who  took  advantage  of  this 

offer,  during  the  past  five  years  (WRITE  IN  A NUMBER;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

2.  ' No  ■ 


28.  Indicate  if  each  of  the  retirement  plans  listed  below  is  available  to  any  permanent  full-time  non-instructional 
faculty  at  your  institution.  If  available,  please  indicate  whether  the  plan  is  subsidized  or  not  subsidized  by 
your  institution. 


(28A) 


■ : 

/ Fully 
Subsidized 

Partially. 

Subsidized 

':::5:Not‘^-,:' 

Subsidized 

a.  TIAA/CREF  plan  1.  Yes  ► 

2.  No 

1 2 3 

b.  Other  403B  plan  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 2 3 

c.  State  plan  i.  Yes  ► 

2.  No 

1 2 3 

d.  401K  or  401B  plan  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 .2  3 

e.  Other  retirement  plan  1.  Yes :► 

2.  No 

1 2 3 

12 


29.  Indicate  which  of  the  following  employee  henefits  is  availahle  at  your  institution  to  any.  permanent  full-time 
non-instructional  faculty.  If  availahle,  indicate  whether  the  benefit  is  subsidized  or  not  subsidized  by  your 
institution. 

(29A) 


Fully 

Partially 

Not 

Subsidized 

Subsidized 

Subsidized 

a. 

Wellness  program  or  health  promotion 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

b. 

Medical  insurance  or  medical  care 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

c. 

Dental  insurance  or  dental  care 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

d. 

Disability  insurance  program 

1.  Yes  — -► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

e. 

Life  insurance 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

f. 

Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  other 
institutions  for  spouse 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

g- 

Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  other 
institutions  for  children 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

h. 

Child  care 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

i. 

Housing/mortgage 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

J- 

Meals 

1 Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

k. 

Transportation/parking 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

1. 

Maternity  leave 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

m. 

Paternity  leave 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

n. 

Medical  insurance  for  retirees 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

0. 

”Cafeteria-style"  benefits  plan  (plan  under  which 
staff  can  trade  off  some  benefits  for  others, 
following  guidelines  established  by  the 
institution) 

1.  Yes ► 

2.  No 

1 

2 

3 

30.  What  is  the  average  percentage  of  salary  that  is  contributed  by  your  institution  to  the  total  benefits  package  for 
permanent  full-time  non-instructional  faculty?  (WRITE  IN  PERCENTAGE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  0 ) 

% 
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31.  Are  any  of  the  employee  benefits  described  at  Question  29  available  to  temporary  full-time  non-instructional 
faculty  at  your  institution?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  OR  DK) 

1.  Yes  (ANSWER  QUESTION  32) 

2.  No  (SKIP  TO  SECTION  m ON  PAGE  15) 

DK.  Don’t  Know  (SKIP  TO  SECTION  HI  ON  PAGE  15) 


32.  Indicate  which  of  these  employee  benefits  is  available  to  temporary  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  at  your 
institution.  If  available,  indicate  whether  the  benefit  is  subsidized  or  not  subsidized  by  your  institution 
(IF  YOU  DON’T  KNOW  IF  A BENEHT  IS  AVAILABLE,  CIRCLE  ' DK")  (32A) 


FuUy 

Subsidized 

Partially  . 
Subsidized 

Not 

Subsidized 

a.  Wellness  program  or  health  promotion  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

12  3 

b.  Medical  insurance  or  medical  care  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

12  3 

c.  Dental  insurance  or  dental  care  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

d.  Disability  insmance  program  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  . DK 

1 2 3 

e.  Life  insmance  1.  Yes  — ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

f.  Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  other  1.  Yes ► 

institutions  for  spouse  2:  No  DK 

1 2 3 

g.  Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  other  1.  Yes  ^ ► 

institutions  for  children  2.  No  DK 

12  3 

h.  Child  care  1 Yes  ► 

2.  No  DK 

12  3 

i.  Housing/mortgage  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  . DK 

1 2 3 

j.  Meals  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

k.  Transportation/parking  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

1.  Maternity  leave  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

12  3 

m.  Paternity  leave  1 Yes  ► 

2.  No  DK 

12  3 

n.  Medical  insmance  for  retirees  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

0.  ’’Cafeteria-Style"  benefits  plan  (plan  under  which  1.  Yes  ► 

staff  can  trade  off  some  benefits  for  others,  2.  No  DK 

following  guidelines  established  by  the  institution) 

12  3 

33.  Are  any  of  your  full-time  non-instructional  faculty  legally  represented  by  a union  (or  other  association)  for 
purposes  of  collective  bargaining  with  this  institution?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes  ► (A.) (approximate)  percent  represented  (WRITE  IN  PERCENTAGE) 

2.  No 
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SECTION  mi  PART-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  FACULTY/STAFF 


IF  YOU  INDICATED  THAT  YOUR  INSTITUTION  HAD  NO  PART-TIME  INSTRUCTIONAL  . 
FACULTY/STAFF  (AT  QUESTION  lb),  PLEASE  SKIP  TO  PAGE  20.  OTHERWISE,  CONTINUE  WITH 
SECTION  III.  . . 


34.  Are  any  retirement  plans  available  to  any  part-time  instructional  faculty/staff  at  your  institution? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes  2.  No  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION  36) 

35.  Indicate  which  of  the  retirement  plans  listed  below  is  available  to  any  part-time  instructional  faculty/ staff  at 
your  institution.  If  available,  please  indicate  whether  the  plan  is  subsidized  or  not  subsidized  by  your 
institution.  (IF  YOU  DON’T  KNOW  IF  A PLAN  IS  AVAILABLE,  CIRCLE  "DK") 


(35A) 


. ...Partially 
Subsidized  ;• 

...Not  • 

V ;S 

a.  TIAA/CREF  plan  1.  Yes > • 

2.  No  DK  : 

1 2 3 

b.  Other  403B  plan  1.  Yes  ► 

2.  No  DK 

,1  2 3 

c.  State  plan  1.  Yes  ► 

2.  No  DK 

.1  2 3 

d.  401K  or  401B  plan  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

e.  Other  retirement  plan  1.  Yes  ► 

2.  No  DK 

• .1  2 3 

36.  Are  any  employee  benelits  available  to  any  part-time  instructional  faculty/staff  at  your  institution? 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes  (CONTINUE  WITH  QUESTION  37  ON  THE  NEXT  PAGE) 

2.  No  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION  41  ON  PAGE  17) 
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37.  Indicate  which  of  the  following  employee  benefits  is  available  at  your  institution  to  Mi  part-time  instructional 
faculty/staff.  If  available,  indicate  whether  the  benefit  is  subsidized  or  not  subsidized  by  your  institution. 

(IF  YOU  DON’T  KNOW  IF  A BENEFIT  IS  AVAILABLE,  CIRCLE  "DK") 


(37A) 


/■  ■'.Pully 
Subsidized 

Partially 

Subsidized 

■ Not 
Subsidized 

a.  Wellness  program  or  health  promotion  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

b.  Medical  insurance  or  medical  care  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

c.  Dental  insurance  or  dental  care  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

d.  Disability  insurance  program  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 , 

e.  Life  insurance  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 . 2 3 

f.  Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  other  1.  Yes  — -► 

institutions  for  spouse  2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

g.  Tuition  remission/grants  at  this  or  other  1.  Yes ► 

institutions  for  children  2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

h.  Child  care  1 Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

i.  Housing/mortgage  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

j.  Meals  1 Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

k.  Transportation/parking  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

1.  Maternity  leave  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

m.  Paternity  leave  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

n.  Medical  insurance  for  retirees  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

0.  "Cafeteria-style"  benefits  plan  (plan  under  which  1.  Yes ► 

staff  can  trade  off  some  benefits  for  others,  2.  No  DK 

following  guidelines  established  by  the  institution) 

1 2 3 

p.  other  1.  Yes ► 

2.  No  DK 

1 2 3 

38.  What  is  the  average  percentage  of  salary  that  is  contributed  by  your  institution  to  the  total  benefits  package  for 
part-time  instructional  faculty/staff?  (WRITE  IN  PERCENTAGE;  IF  NONE,  WRITE  IN  "0") 

% 


O 
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39.  Does  your  institution  have  any  criteria  that  must  be  met  in  order  for  part-time  instructional  faculty/staff  to  be 
eligible  for  any  benefits?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes  2.  No  (SKIP  TO  QUESTION  41) 

40.  Indicate  which  requirements  must  be  met  at  your  institution  by  part-time  instructional  faculty/staff  to  be  eligible 
for  any  benefits?  (IF  YOU  DON’T  KNOW  IF  A REQUIREMENT  APPLIES,  CIRCLE  "DK") 


(40A)  (40B) 


Description  of 
Requirement 

Percent  of  Part-time 
Instructional  faculty/staff 
That  Meet  This 
Requirement ' - ; 

a.  Minimum  number  of  1.  Yes ► 

hours  employed  per  2.  No  DK 

week  at  institution 

number  of  hours 
required  per  week 

. % 

b.  Minimum  length  of  time  1.  Yes  ► 

employed  at  institution  2.  No  DK 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

1.  Less  than  one 
academic  year 

2.  One  academic  year 

3.  More  than  one 
academic  year 

% 

c.  Other  requirement  1.  Yes  ► 

2.  No  DK 

(DESCRIBE) 

% 

41.  What  percentage  of  undergraduate  instruction,  as  measured  by  total  student  credit  hours  taught,  is  carried  by 
part-time  instructional  faculty/staff?  Student  credit  hours  are  defined  as  the  number  of  course  credits  or 
contact  hours  multiplied  by  the  number  of  students  enrolled.  (NOTE:  THE  PERCENTAGES  YOU 
INDICATE  HERE  PLUS  ANY  PERCENTAGES  YOU  INDICATED  AT  QUESTION  17  ON  PAGE  9 SHOULD 
NOT  EXCEED  100%) 

1.  NONE 

2.  Less  than  10% 

3.  10-24% 

4.  25-49% 

.5.  50-74 

6.  75-99% 

7.  100%  . , , 
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42.  Are  any  of  the  following  used  in  assessing  the  teaching  performance  of  nart-time  instructional  faculty/staff  at 
this  institution?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  OR  "DK"  ON  EACH  LINE) 

Don’t 


Yes 

No 

Know 

1 

2 

DK 

a. 

Student  evaluations 

1 

2 

DK 

b. 

Student  test  scores 

1 

2 

DK 

c. 

Student  career  placement 

1 

2 

DK 

d. 

Other  measures  of  student  performance 

1 

2 

DK 

e. 

Department/division  chair  evaluations 

1 

2 

DK 

f. 

Dean  evaluations 

1 

2 

DK 

g* 

Peer  evaluations 

1 

2 

DK 

h. 

Self-evaluations 

1 

2 

DK 

i. 

Other  (DESCRIBE) 

43.  Are  any  of  your  part-time  instructional  faculty  legally  represented  by  a union  (or  other  association)  for 
purposes  of  collective  bargaining  with  this  institution?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Yes ► (A.)  % (approximate)  percent  represented  (WRITE  IN  PERCENTAGE) 

2.  No 
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Please  fill  in  your  name  and  your  title  at  this  institution,  as  well  as  the  names  and  titles  of  any  other 
individuals  who  have  answered  one  or  more  questions  in  this  questionnaire,  and  the  question  numbers  each 
individual  worked  on.  Include  telephone  numbers  in  case  we  have  any  questions  about  any  entries. 

Your  responses  to  these  items,  as  with  all  other  items  in  this  questionnaire,  are  voluntary  and  strictly 
confidential.  The  information  provided  in  this  questionnaire  will  be  used  only  in  statistical  summaries. 
Furthermore,  all  information  that  would  permit  identification  of  individuals,  including  names  and  telephone 
numbers,  will  be  removed  from  survey  files. 


YOUR  NAME: 

TITLE: 

PHONE  #: 

QUESTIONS  #s: 

OTHER  NAME: 

TITLE: 

PHONE  #: 

QUESTIONS  #s: 

OTHER  NAME: 

TITLE: 

PHONE  #: 

QUESTIONS  #s: 

OTHER  NAME: 

TITLE: 

PHONE  #: 

QUESTIONS  #s: 

OTHER  NAME: 

TITLE: 

PHONE  #: 

QUESTIONS  #s: 

THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  YOUR  PARTICIPATION.  RETURN  THIS  QUESTIONNAIRE  IN  THE 

ENCLOSED  PREPAID  ENVELOPE  TO: 


National  Opinion  Research  Center  (4552) 
University  of  Chicago 
1525  East  55th  Street 
Chicago,  Illinois  60615 
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OMB  Na  l&SO-OMS 
Ezpindaa  Oktc:  12/93 


U^.  Department  of  Education 
Office  of  Educational  Research  ind  Improvement 
National  Center  for  Education  Statistics 

1993  NATIONAL  STUDY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY 


FACULTY 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

P.  4552  - NSOPF 
October  29,  1993 

REFUSAL  CONVERSION  • Date: 

R Name: 

CASE  ID: 

Institution: 

Phone:  ( ) 

IWER: ■ 

Have  you  updated  call  notes  in  TNMS  - 
"COMPLETE  ABBREVIATED  QUEX"  7 

YES  NO 


M 4 » M M M M M » 4 » 

QUEUE  STATUS 

DATE  MOVED:  


Ail  information  on  this  form  will  be  kept  confidential  and  will  not  be 
disclosed  or  released  to  your  institution  or  any  other  group  or  individnaL 

Co>sponsored  by:  National  Science  Foundation 

National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities  . 

Contractor  National  Opinion  Research  Center  (NORC) 

University  of  Chicago 
Mailing  Address: 

1525  East  55th  Street 

Chicago,  Illinois  60615 

Toll-Free  Number:  1.800-733-NORC 


NATIONAL  STUDY  OF  POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY 
Instructions  for  Compiedng.Facnity  Questionnaiie 

Many  of  our  quesdons  ask  atom  your  acdvidcs  durinq  the  1992  Fail  Term:  By  this,  we  mean  whatever 'r 
academic.term  was  in  progress  on  October.  15, .1992 J:  :. 

AU.quesxions  that.ask  about  your  posidon  ai..*!'thisinsdtuxian\  refer  to  your  position  during  the. 1992  FditZ 
ToTn  at  the  instuudan  listed  on  the  label  on  the  back  cover  of  the  questionnaire. 

This  questionnaire  was  designed  to  be  completed  by  both  ^-dme  and  part-dme  instructional  fdeulry^tsn^ 
stt^  dndnonHnstruedonai  fd^^  4^j^ar.(and.above)  higher  education  institutions,  of  dll.typesrr. 

and  sizes;  P lease  read  each  question  car^uRy  dnd  fbOaw  aU  ihs^^  the  questions  maymot^ 

appear.  U)  fU  your  siiumion  precisely:  if  you  have  a response  other  than  those  listed,  for  a pardaddni^ 
qttesdon,  write  in  that  response; 

Most  questions  ask  you  to  circle  a mon^  ro  indiccae  your  response;  . Circle  the  number  in  front  of  your^ 
response  and  not  the  response  itself.  Other  questions  astyou  to  fill  in  information:  write  in  the  information 
in  the  space  providetL.. 

Mailing  instructions  for  returning  the  completed  quesdonnaire  areon  page  26, 

tf  you  have  any  questions  on  haw  to  proceed,  please  caU  SORC  toU-free  at  l^m-733-NORC.  : 


1 
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NATIONAL  STUDY  OFPOSTSECONDARY  FACULTY: 
Tacnity  Quesdonnaire 


EXACT  TIME  NOW: 


1.  During  the  1992  Fall  Tenn«  did  you  have  any  mstmctionai  duties  at  this  insdtntioD 

(e.g^  teaching  one  or  more  courses*  or  advising  or  supervising  students'  academic  activities)? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

Yes  (ANSWER  lA)  2*  No 

lA*  During  the  1992  Fail  Term,  were  ... 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  all  of  your  instructional  duties  related  to  credit  courses. 

2.  some  of  your  instructional  duties  related  to  credit  courses  or  advising  or  supervising  academic 
activities  for  credit,  or 

3.  all  of  your  instructional  duties  related  to  /lo/icredit  courses  or  advising  or  super>ising  nonoedit 
academic  activities? 


What  was  your  principal  activity  at  this  institution  during  the  1992  Fall  Term?  If  you  have  equal 
responsibUities,  please  select  one.  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Teaching 

2.  Research 

3.  Technical  activities  (e.g.,  programmer,  technician,  chemisL  engineer,  etc.) 

Clinical  service 

5.  Communiiy/pubiic  service 

6.  Administration 

(WRITE  IN  TITLE  OR  POSITION) 

7.  On  sabbatical  from  this  institution 

8.  Other  (subsidized  performer.  anist*in*residence,  etc.) 


3.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  did  you  have  faculty  status  at  this  Institution?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 


1.  Yes 


2.  Na  I did  not  have  faculty  status 


3.  No,  no  one  has  faculty  status  at  this  institution 

2 


SECTION  A.  NATURE  OF  EMPLOYMENT 

4.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  did  this  institution  consider  you  to  be  employed  part-time  or  full-time? 
iCIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Part-time  2.  Full-dme 

7.  What  was  your  tenure  status  at  this  insntutioo  during  the  1992  Fall  Term? 

{CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER)  . ■ ■ 

1.  Tenured  -4  7 A.  In  what  year  did  you  achieve  tenure  at  this  institution?  19  I " ~ i 

2.  On  tenure  track  but  not  tenured 

3.  Not  on  tenure  track 

4.  No  tenure  system  for  my  faculty  status 

5.  No  tenure  system  at  this  institution 
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9.  Which  of  the  following  best  describes  your  academic  rank,  title,  or  position  at  this  institution  during  the  1992 
FaU  Term?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER.  OR  "NA") 

NA.  Not  applicable:  no  ranks  designated  at  this  insnmtion  (SlQRT03EiOTS^^ 


1. 

Professor 

2. 

Assodaxe  Professor 

3. 

Assistant  Professor 

4. 

Insmtctor 

5. 

Lecturer 

6. 

Other  (WRITE  IN) 

11.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  which  of  the  following  kinds  of  appointments  did  you  hold  at  this  institution? 
(CIRCLE  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 

1.  Acting 

2.  AfGBaie  or  adjuna 

3.  Visitmg 

4.  Assigned  by  religious  order 

5.  Clinical 

(WRITE  IN  TITLE  OR  POSHION) 

6.  Research 

(WRTTE  IN  TITLE  OR  POSIHON) ^ ■ 

7.  None  of  the  above 


1 2.  What  is  your  principal  field  or  disdpline  of  teachina?  (REFER  TO  THE  UST  OF  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY 
ON  PAGES  5 AND  6 AND  ENTER  THE  APPROPRIATE  CODE  NUMBER  AND  NAME  BELOW.  IF  YOU  HAVE 
NO  FIELD  OF  TEACHING.  CIRCLE  "NA") 

NA.  Not  Applicable 

CODE  FOR  FIELD  . 

OR  DISCIPLINE;  NAME  OF  PRINCIPAL  FIELD/DISCIPLINE 

13.  What  is  your  principal  area  of  research?  If  equal  areas,  select  one.  (IF  YOU  HAVE  NO  RESEARCH  AREA. 
CIRCLE  -NA") 

NA.  Not  Applicable 

CODE  FOR  FIELD  ' 

OR  DISCIPLINE;  NAME  OF  PRINCIPAL  FIELD/DISCIPLINE 


O 

ERIC 


CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPIJNES  r 

acriculture::.  . 

COMPUTER  SOENCE  .; 

1 01 Agribounes  & Aghciiitani  Production 

201  • Computer.  & Infoimaiion . Sdeneei 

1 02  ; AgncuioiraL  AninuL  Food.  A Plant 

202:::  Coinputer  Pro gmnnung  : ; : 

Sciences  . - • 

201:  Data  Ptooeasing  : 

103  Renewable  Natural  Resources; -including  i : 

204  • Systems  Analysis . 

Conwvanon.  Fishing.  & Forarry 
110  . Other  Aghcuimm-. 

2X0  Other  Computer  Sciesoe  : 
EDUCATION 

ARCHTTECrURE  A ENVIRONMENTAL  DESIGN 

^ 221:  . . Education..  General  . ; 

121  Architecnire  Environmentai  Design  ; 

222  : Basic  Skills. 

122.-  City,  Commumry,  Regional  Planning  . 
123  Imehor  Design ; : 

223  .:  BHinguai/Cross-cultiirai  F/fntannn  ^ 

224  Curriculum  ^ InsmBCBsn:  : 

124.vi  Land  Use  Management  & ReeUnudon - 

22S:-:  Educadon  Administraobo:  ' 

130 Other  Arch.- dt  Environmencal . Design - 

226.  .::  Educadon  Evaluation  dt  Reieardi  * 

227.  : Edncauonal  Psychology  - 

ART- 

228:.:v-  Spwdfl  pAigabriw:-: 

141  An:  History  & Appreciation 

229;  : Studem  Cbunseling  dt  PeTsemiei  Svea;::^;;... 

142:  ;.  Crafts  - 

230 : Other.  Educadon . . 

143  ■ Dance 

1 44 : ; Design . (other  than  Arch.,  or . Intehor). 

TEACHER  EDUCATTON  - 

1 4S " Dramatic  Arts 
146  ::  Rim  Ana : 

24  T;  Pre-Eldnentary 
242.  Elanemaxy 

147  Fin^Ana 

243"  Secondary;' 

148”^  Music 

244-  Adult  dt  Continuing . 

149  Music-History  & Appreciation 

245  Other -General  Teacher  . Ed.  Pxognma— 

150  : Other  Visual  & Performing  Aits 

250-  Teacher  FHurjttnn  in  Specific  ^ubjecagy: 

BUSINESS 

ENGINEERING: 

161-  Accounong : 

26T-  Ehgmesnng^'.Geaeal.::;: 

-162--:;  Banking -dt  Finance -- 

262- :"  Civil  Engineesing-i:. 

263—  Bedgical-EIecmmicar  di  ■ 

1 63 .vV;  Bustnesa  Administratum : dc  Managemou : ^ 

164::  Business  Administrative  Support  (e.g^  Bookkeeping; ... 

Comnnmicadtm  Engineering  a 

. Office  Managonem.  Secretarial) 

264i-:^-  Mechanical. Engineenng  ;: 

165.:-;::.  Hunutn  Resouices  Deveiopmem.'  / 

265.::;:  Chanicai  Engineering ; 

166:-  Orgaiizatianal  Behavior 

270  ;:  Other.  En'ginfiertRg  . 

167-  ' Marketing  & Distribunon 

280.  Engmeering-Related  Technologier.^ 

170  : Other:  Business 

ENGLISH  AND  LrTERATURB:^. 

COMMUNICATIONS 

291-.::.  Engiidh;-:G«cni 

181:;-  . Advertising  . 

292':;::;  Coihpoadon  & Creadve  Wiitittgcr 

182-”’:’;  Broadcasting  A Journalism  . 

293.:.  Amaicaniiterasire.:.. 

183  - Communications  Research 

294'^  Exigtish  literanffev 

184— y Conummicanon  Technologies . 

295:::::.  Liagiiisdcs  ; 

1 90:’:— Other 'Communications-^-  ■ ■ ■ ■ • ■ 

296—:-  Speech;::Debaia;-.A.  Feae^^  , * 

■,29T— •:  Ehgliakas  a Secdrai.tangoigje^'’'  ' ' vi-AC- 

300 English;' Other:—  ' ' = 

34  3 
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FOREIGN  LANGUAGES 
-11  Quncsc  C4gtfoneac:t>r  QA» 

3 1 2 French  . 

313  . Genumv." 

314,  lulianv.  , . , 

315‘  ‘ Laxiav;.v. 

316  Japcoesc::.: 

317!  - OthcziiAsiiaxvx. 

318  : Ru*o«B«r  Other.  SUvk:  :v. 

319  • Spezushv:;: 

320  Other  Pnrgj gw 

HEALTHSOENCES:::: 

331  AiBed  Heahh  Tedmoiogiet  & Scrvioes:::.  ' “ " 

332  -v-  Dentistiy  - 

333.V:'.:  ■ Heelth  Senweee  X 

334..:-v 

Medicine;  inciudhLgPs3rchiai^ 

335  .V. ' Nurangv': 

336  Phamacy.:::^ 

337  Public  Health .. 

338  . Vesenrxiry  Medicme  :: 

340  O thex  Health  Scicsces  ..': 

350  HOME  ECONOMICS 

360  ..  INDUSTRIALARTS 
370  LAW:: 

380  LIBRARY  & ARCHIVAL  SODICES 

NATURAL  SCIENCES:.  BIOLOCaCAL  SCIENCES v. 
391;  . Bidchemisiry ' 

392  . : Biology 

393  : Botany 

394  - . Genedca.:::.:.  - ■ ■ 

395  ' Imnninology . 

396  ' Microbiology  - 

397  Physiology 

398  Zoobgy 

400  Biological  Sciences.  Other  -v 

NATURAL  SCIENCES:  PHYSICAL  SCIENCES 
411  Astronomy 

412..  Chenusiry 

413  Physics  . 

414  Eahh,  Atmosphere,  and  Oceanogr8phic.(Ceological..:. 
Sciences) 

42Q.  ..  Physical  SdeDoes;.Other...: 

430  MATHEMATICS : 

440-  statistics:  .. 

450  : MILTFARY  studies. 

460  MULTMNTERDISCIPIINARY  STUDIES ... 

470  PARKS  & RECREATION 
480  PHILOSOPHY  AND  REUCIQN 
490  THEOLOGY.- 

500  PROTECTIVE  SERVICES  (e^g^  Cruniziii  Justice;  First' 
Protection)::: 


.510  PSYCHOLOGY 

520.  ' PUBLIC.  AFFAIRS  Ce^  Commiuiky  Semo^Pu’^ieV: 
- Adxnhusixaoon;  PoUic  .Wdrk^  Social  Wo^ 


530 

SCIENCE  TECHNOLOGIES 

SGOAL  SOENCES  AND 

541-:::- 

Social  .Scicncea.'.Gehgal.'::ff:V  ■ 

542;v=::.: 

Andsopology  ; :: 

543:::i;- 

■ Ardteotogy.:;;:::;-:,-- • 

■sum 

■ Axet':  A'£limk.'SoitSeav::':;:v 

sum. 

sum 

sum 

: Ceoswphjr'- 

sum. 

"History:::"' 

sum 

5S0m 

> PoUdcai.Sdenoe.  A Gdvenmiem  ..'.. 

551:;}; 

Sodobgy;;: 

560;::; 

OthaSodai  Scienou: :::. 

VOCATIONAL  TRAININC 

CONSTRUCTION  TRADES 
60r  Carpentry 
602::-.":'.'  Eledtricim  . 

603 : " Plumbing  : .: 

610  ::i  Other.  ConstTUCOoxv  Trades.:: 

CONSUMER.  PERSONAU  A MISC  SEKVICES'J:. 
621 .'  Personal.  Scrricea  <e.g;.  Baibering;  Cofinettlogy}^ 

630  :^-  Otlkh’  Cohsimxer  SerTkes^.:;:: 

MECHANICS  AhTO  REPAIRERS;^: 

641::;:::  Dectrical  A EkCtronks  Equipinea  Repsr  .. 

642 ; : Headng. : Air  Coxidmomng,  A Rehigeratxm  Mechnlcsis 

fc.RcpagetS'.:.'.:.:' 

643 ' Vehirie  A Mobile  Equxpmait  Mecfaamci  A RepiBBm?.» 
644  ::  Other  Mechames  A Rcpairgi: 


PRECISION  PRODUCTION 
661:  Drafting  " 

662..  Graphic  A Print  Conuxuniicaiioni  : 
663. Leatherwotkang  A Upholstering  . 
664;>::  Precision  Metal  . Work 
665::—''  Wdodwoikanf  .xiii; 

670;:’:V:  Other  Precisioa  Produedoo  Wock.v 


68i:: 

682 

683 


690 

900 


TIUNSPORTATION  AND  MATERIAL  MOVINO.uir  ; 
'v  Air:Transpartatkni  (e.g4  Klodng.  Traffic  ConnoLEliji^:^; 

AttEsds)oe..AviadQa  Manigcmau)  ' 

- Land  Vehicle . A Equipment  Opcririon V..  v. 

:>■  Waig  Transponaaon  (e.g^  Boat  A Fishing  Opgadagiss^: 
Deep  Watg  Diving,  Marina  Opgixns.  Saikn  A.v.v.. 
Dedchiiids).-: 

* Other  Transponadon  A Material  Moving  c 

& OTHER  Y/F  you  USE  THIS  CODE;  BE  SU3tE  TVTT 
WRITE  m A coMPUETEVEsaupnorr  ^ 

AT  QUESTIONS  12-V,  AND  W ‘ ' • =:f 


SECTION  B.  ACADEMIC/PROFESSIONAL  BACKGROUND 


1 6.  Please  indicate  the  highest  degree  or  other  formal  award  that  you  hold,  the  year  you  received  it.  (the  field  code  from 
pages  5-6  that  applies),  name  of  the  field,  and  the  name  and  location  of  the  instituUon  from  which  you  received  that 
decree  or  award.  Do  not  list  honorary  degrees.  {COMPLETE  ALL  COLUMNS) 


A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

Degree 

Field 

Name  of 

Code 

Code 

Field 

(see 

Year 

(from 

(from 

above) 

Received 

pp.  5-6) 

pp.  5-6) 

E. 

Name  of  Institntion  (a) 
and 

City  and  State/Country 
of  Institution  (b) 


(1)  Highest . 


19. 


b. 


best  copy  available 
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17«  During  tbe  1992  Fall  T€rm.  were  tou  employed  only  at  this  institution,  or  did  you  also  have  other  cmpkiymeiit 
induding  any  outside  consultiDg  or  other  seif-owned  business,  or  private  practice?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Employed  only  ai  this  insdtuuai  (SKU^^ 

2.  Had  other  employment,  consulting,  self-owned  business,  or  private  practice 

* 17 A«  How  many  different  jobs,  other  than  your  employment  at  this  institution*  did  you  have  durinf  the 

1992  Fall  Term?  Indude  ail  outside  consulting*  self-owned  business,  and  private  practice. 

(WRITE  IN  NUMBER) 

Number  of  Jobs 

18.  Not  counting  any  employment  at  this  institution*  what  was  tbe  employment  sector  of  the  main  other  job  you  held 
dunng  FaU  19927  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  4-ycar  college  or  university,  graduate  or  professional  school 

2.  2-year  or  other  postsecondary  instiuidon 

3.  Elementary  or  secondary  school 

Consulting,  freelance  work,  self-owned  business,  or  private  practice 

5.  Hospital  or  other  health  care  or  clinical  setting 

6.  Foundation  or  other  nonprofit  organization  other  than  health  care  organization 

7.  For-profit  business  or  industry  in  the  private  sector 

8.  Federal  government,  including  military,  or  state  or  local  govenunent 

9.  Q\ha  (WRITE  IN) 

I8A.  \Vbat  year  did  you  begin  that  job? 

(WRITE  IN  YEAR) 


I8B*  ^Vhat  was  your  primary  responsibiHtv  in  that  job? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Teaching 

2.  Research 

3.  Technical  activities  (e.g„  programmer,  technician,  chemist  engineer,  etc.) 

4.  Clinical  service 

5.  Communiiy/public  service 

6.  Administration 

7.  Other 


18C  Was  that  job  fuU-tIme  or  part-time?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

’ i } ' 

I.  FuU-dme 


19.  The  next  quesdous  ask  about  your  most  recent  liast)  job  that  ended  before  the  beginnina  of  the  1992  Fall  Term. 
For  the  Hast)  most  recent  and  signincant  main  job  that  you  held  during  the  past  15  years^  indicate  the  year  you 
began  and  the  year  you  lefL  the  employment  sector,  your  primary  responsibility^  and  whether  you  were  empk>yed 
full*Uine  or  part-time. 

• Do  not  list  promotions  in  rank  at  one  place  of  employment  as  different  jobs. 

• Do  not  include  temporary  positions  (i-e.,  summer  positions!  or  work  as  a graduate  studenL 

• List  each  job  (other  than  promotion  in  rank)  separately. 


ERIC 


If  not  applicable,  circle  "NA** 


NA-. 


(1) 


YEARS  JOB  HELD 


FROM: 

TO: 


MOSTRECOTT 
MAIN  JOB  (PRIOR 
TO  FALL  1992) 

19_ 

19 


(2)  EMPLOYMENT  SECTOR  I 

•t.yetr  college  or  univernty,  graduate  or 
professiorud  school 

2-yeir  or  other  postseoondary  msatudon 

Elementary  or  teaondary  school 

Consulting,  freelance  work,  self-owned 
business,  or  private  practice 

Hospital  or  other  health  care  or  clinical  seuing 

Foundadon  or  other  nonprofit  organization  other 
than  health  care  organization 

For-pront  businesa  or  industry  in  the  private  sector 

Federal  govemmenu  including  military, 
or  state  or  local  government 

Other 


fC/RCLE  ONE) 


\ 


2 
‘3 
■ 4 

5 

6 

7 

8 


(3)  PRIMARY  RESPONSIBILITY 

Teaching 

Reseaich 

Technical  activities  <e.g„  programmer, 
technician,  chemisL  engineer,  etc.) 

Oinical  service 

Communicy/public  service 

Administration 

Other 


(4) 


FULL-TIME/PART.TIME 

FuU-dme 

Part-time 


{CIRCLE  ONE) 
\ 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 


(CIRCU  ONE) 
I 

. 2 


BEST 


9 
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SECTION  C.  INSTmmONAL  RESPONSIBIIJTIES  AND  WORKLOAD 


22.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  what  was  the  total  number  of  classes  or  sections  you  taught  at  this  institution?  Do  not 
include  individualized  instruction,  such  as  independent  study  or  individual  performance  classes.  Count  multiple 
sections  of  the  same  course  as  a separate  class,  but  not  the  lab  section  of  a course. 

(WRITE  IN  A NUMBER.  OR  CIRCLE  ^01 


0.  No  classes  taught 
Number  of  ciasses/sections  (ANSWj^.;^^ 

22A.  How  many  of  those  were  classes  for  credit? 

0.  No  classes  for  credit 
Number  of  ciasses/sections  for  aedit 


O 

ERIC 


23.  For  each  class  or  section  that  you  taught  for  credit  at  this  institution  during  the  1992  Fall  Term,  please  answer  the 
following  items.  Do  not  include  individualized  instruction,  such  as  independent  study  or  individual  one-OfHOoe 
performance  classes. 

If  you  taught  multiple  sections  of  the  same  course,  count  them  as  separate  classes,  but  do  not  include  the  lab  seoion 
of  the  course  as  a separate  class.  For  each  class,  enter  the  code  for  the  academic  discipline  of  the  class.  (Refer  to 
pages  5-6  for  the  codes.  Please  enter  the  code  rather  than  the  course  name«l 


ERIC 


v...  :..y 

i iiCL  ^ 

THUU)  FOlt^CREDlTT 
• ClASST.r  • 

'POTJRTK  FORiCREDirr 

' CiaSSA"  S'V'' 

ilJb'i'H.FOR^C3l£Dri^. 

I ^ 

t. 

a. 

b. 

b. 

b. 

Nim&sirof 

c. 

c. 

c. 

cL 

d. 

<L 

e. 

e. 

e. 

f.  1.  Yes  Z No 

f.  1.  Yes  2.  No 

e. 

f.  1.  Yes  2.  No 

t. 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
1 

3 

4 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 

3 

4 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 
1 
2 
3 
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28.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  were  tou  engaged  in  any  professional  research,  siting,  or  creative  works? 


1.  Yes  (AISSPERiqiJESTI^^  ■ 2.  No  (SiapTipiqi^^ 

29.  How  would  yon  describe  your  primanr  pri>fessional  research,  writing,  or  creative  work  during  the  1992  Fall 
Term?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 


1.  Pur  or  basic  Rsearch  4.  Litezary  or  expiessive 

2.  Applied  Rseaicfa  S.  Progtam/Cuiiiculum  design  and  devdopmem 

3.  Policy-oriented  research  or  analysis  6.  Other 


30.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  were  yon  engaged  in  any  funded  research  or  funded  creative  ndenvon?  Inclnd< 
any  grants,  contracts,  or  institutional  awards.  Do  not  include  consulting  services.  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 


1.  Yes 


2.  No 


31.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  were  you  a principal  investigator  (PI)  or  co-principal  investigator  (Ct^PI)  for  an' 
grans  or  contracs?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

••  2.  No  fSERltJIOPESITOWM 


32.  During  the  1992  Fall  Term,  how  many  individuaS  other  than  yourself  were  supported  by  all  the  grants  and 
contracs  for  which  you  were  PI  or  Co-PI?  (WRITE  IN  NUMBER;  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  "0“) 

____  Number  of  individuals 


13 
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36. 


Od  the  average,  how  many  boun  per  week  did  you  spend  at  each  of  the  folkming  kindfi  of  activities  dnriiui  the 
1992  FaU  Term?  (IF  NOT  SURE,  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATES) 

Average  number  hours  per  week 
during  the  1992  Fall  Term 

a.  All  paid  acQvides  ai  this  insdaition  (teaching,  research,  administradon.  etc.) 

■ b.  All  unpaid  aedvides  ai  this  insdoidon 

c.  Any  other  paid  aedvides  outside  this  insdnidoo  (e.g.,  consulting,  working  on  ocher  jobs) 

cL  Unpaid  (pro  bono)  professionai  service  aedvides  outside  this  institution 


37.  In  column  A«  we  ask  you  to  allocate  your  total  work  time  in  the  Fall  of  1992  (as  reported  in  Question  36)  Into 
several  categories.  We  realize  that  they  are  not  mntoally  exclusive  categories  (e^.,  research  may  indade 
teaching;  preparing  a coarse  may  be  part  of  professionai  growth).  We  ask»  however,  that  you  rnttoettf  as  hff* 
yon  can  the  proportion  of  your  time  spent  in  activities  whose  primary  foens  falls  within  the  indicated  categoricL 
In  column  B,  indicate  what  percentage  of  your  time  yon  would  prefer  to  spend  in  each  of  the  listed  categories. 


A-  B.. 

% of  Work  (WRITE  IN  A PERCENTAGE  ON  EACH  UNE.  . % of  Work 

Time  Spent  IF  NOT  SURE.  GIVE  YOUR  BEST  ESTIMATE:  IF  NONE.  WRITE  IN  -0")  rune  Preferred 


1 

1 

% 

a.  Teaching  (including  teaching,  grading  papers,  preparing  courses:  developing 
new  cuiricuia:  advising  or  supervising  sudents;  working  with  student 
organizations  or  intramural  athletics) 

% 

; % 

b.  Research/Scholarship  (including  research:  reviewing  or  preparing  articles  or 
books:  aoending  or  preparing  for  professionai  meetings  or  c^erences: 
reviewing  proposals:  seeking  outside  funding;  giving  performances  or 
exhibitions  in  the  fine  or  applied  arts,  or  giving  speeches) 

% 

% 

c.  Professional  Growth  (including  taking  courses,  pursuing  an  advanced  degree; 
other  professionai  development  aedvities.  such  as  practice  or  activities  to 
remain  current  in  your  field) 

% 

% 

d.  Administration  . 

% 

% 

e.  Outside  Consulting  or  Freelance  Work 

f.  Service/Other  Non-Teaching  Activities  (including  providing  legal  or  medical 

_ % 

% 

services  or  psychological  counseling  to  clients  or  patients:  or  unpaid 

community  or  public  service,  service  to  professional 
other  activities  or  work  not  listed  in  a-e) 

% 

100% 

PLEASE  BE  SURE  THAT  THE  PERCENTAGES  YOU  PROVIDE  ADD  UP  TO 

100% 

■ 

100%  OF  THE  TOTAL  TIME. 

SECTION  D.  JOB  SATISFACTION  ISSUES: 


40,  How  satisfled  or  dissatisfied  are  you  with  • . . 

fCMCLE  ONE  NUMBER)  '0^^ 

Very  Soacwhit  Somewhat  Veiy 
Dlndafled  DlsatUfkd  SaUtfled  SaUtfled 


o 


i.  your  job  here,  ovoail 
14 


2 


3 4 


41.  During  the  next  three  years,  how  likely  is  it  that  you  will  leave  this  job  to  . 
(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


O 

ERIC 


Not  At  SoMWIiit 
All  Ukdy  UkciT 


Very 

UkdT 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


2 

2 

2 

2 

2 


3 

3 

3 

3 

3 


a.  ‘accept  a part-time  job  at  a different  posisecondary  instimtion? 

b.  accept  a full-time  job  at  a different  postsecondary  institnrinn? 

c.  ?'T*T*t  a part-time  job  not  at  a postsecnndary  insnoition? 

d.  accent  a full-time  job  not  at  a postsecondary  insdnition? 

e.  retire  from  the  labor  force? 


42.  . At  what  age  do  you  think  you  are  most  likely  to  stop  working  at  a postsecondary  institntion? 
(WRHE  IN  AGE.  OR  ORCLE  ’"DKn 


Years  of  age 


DK.  Don't  know 


43.  If  yon  were  to  leave  your  current  position  in  academia  to  accept  another  position  inside  or  ontiide  of  acatk 
how  important  would  each  of  the  following  be  in  your  dedsiou?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER  FOR  EACH  [TEh. 


Not 


V«7 


Iraportaat  Imporaot  Importont 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


2 

2 


2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 


3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 


3 

,3 

3 

3 


a.  Salary  level 

b.  Tenure-track/tenured  position 

c.  Job  security 

d.  Opportunities  for  advancement 

e.  Benefits 

f.  No  pressure  to  publish 

g.  Good  research  facilities  and  equiptnem 

h.  Good  instructional  facilities  and  equipment 

i.  Good  job  or  job  opponunides  for  my  spouse  or  partner 

j.  Good  geographic  locatioa 

k.  Good  environment/schools  for  my  children 

l.  Greater  opportunity  to  teach 

m.  Greater  opportunity  to  do  research 


n.  Greater  opportunity  for  administrative  resptmsibilides 
15 
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44. 


it  you  could  elect  to  draw  on  your  retirement  and  still  continne  working  at  your  institiitioa  on  a pait*tiine  basis, 
would  you  do  so?  (CIRCLE  ONE) 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

DK.  Don’t  know 


an  early  retirement  option  were  offered  to  you  at  your  institution,  would  you  take  it? 

(CIRCLE  ONE) 

1.  Yes 

2.  No 

DK.  Don’t  Imow 


46.  At  which  age  do  you  think  you  are  most  likeiv  to  retire  from  all  paid  employment? 
(WRITE  IN  AGE.  OR  CIRCLE  "DK") 

Years  of  age 

DK.  Don’t  know 


\ 


O 


35J 


. 1 


16 


SECTION  E.  i COMPENSATION 


Nou:  Your  responsex  to  these  items  as  with  all  other  items  in  this  ({uestionnaire  ore  voluataiy  and  striedy  eottfideudoL 
They  will  be  used  only  in  stadstieal  summaries,  and  wiU  not  be  disclosed  to  your  instixudon  or  to  any  individaai  or  froaj*. 
Furthermore,  all  information  that  would  permit  idendficadon  of  tndtviduals  or  insdtudans  wiil  be  removed  from  the  survey 

fiUs. 

47.  For  the  rai*nri«r  year  1992.  estimau  your  gross  compensation  before  taxes  from  each  of  the  aonrcea  iBtrd  below. 
(IF  NOT  SURE,  GIVE  YOUR  BEET  ESTIMATES:  IF  NO  COMPENSATION  FROM  A SOURCE,  WRTTE  IN  "0") 


S 

s 

s 

s 

s 


s . 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 


s 

s 


CompensatioD  from  this  institiitioii: 
a.  Basic  salary  b.  Tjrpa  of  appointmeiit  9 mooths) 

c.  Other  teaching  at  this  insomtion  not  inclnriftri 
in  basic  salary  (e.g.,  for  summer  session) 

d.  Suppiemenis  not  included  in  basic  salary  (for 
adfflinisKxaiion,  researdu  coaching  sparts*  etc.) 

, e^  Non-monctary  compensation^  such  as  food,  bousing,  car  ^ 

(Do  not  include  employee  benefits  such  as  medical,  dental,  or  life  msuxance) 

. f.  Any  other  income  from  this  institution 

Compensation  from  other  sources: 

. g.  Employment  at  another  academic  , insdmtion 

_ h.  Legal  or  medical  services  or  psychological  counseling 

. i.  Outside  consulting,  consulting  business  or  freelance  work 

. j.  Self-owned  business  (other  than  consniting) 

_ k.  Professional  performances  or  exhibitions 

_ 1.  Speaking  fees,  honoraria 

_ m.  Royalties  or  commissions 

n.  Any  other  employment 

__  0.  Non-monctary  compensation,  such  as  food,  housing,  car 

(Do  not  include  employee  benefits  such  as  medical,  dental,  or  life  insurance) 

Other  sources  of  earned  income  (WRITE  IN  BELOW): 



— 


48*  For  the  calendar  year  1992,  how  many  persons  were  in  your  household  including  younelT? 


Total  number  in  household 


49.  For  the  calendar  year  1992,  what  was  your  total  household  income? 
S Total  household  income 


50.  For  the  calendar  year  1992,  how  many  dependents  did  you  have?  Do  not  tndnde  yourself*  (A  dependent  is 
someone  receiving  at  least  half  of  his  or  her  support  from  you.) 


Number  of  dependents 


17 


I SECTION  F;  soaoDEMOGRAPfflC  characteristics::: 
51.  Are  you... 


1 . male,  or 

2.  female? 

52.  In  what  month  and  year  were  you  bom? 

(WRITE  IN  MONTH  AND  YEAR) 


1 

L 

J 

n 

MONTH  YEAR 

53.  \Vhat  is  your  race?  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) , 

1 . American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native 

2.  Asian  or  Pacific  Islander  (ANSWER  53A) 

3.  African  American/Black 
White 

5.  0\hcr  (WRITE  IN  BELOW) 


54*  Are  you  of  Hispanic  descent? 

(ORCLE  ONE  NUMBER ) 

— I.  Yes  (ANSWER  S4A) 

■ - 

‘ 54A.  What  is  your  Spantsh/Hispanic  origin? 

If  more  than  one*  circle  the  one  you 
consider  the  most  important  part  of 
your  background* 

1.  Mexican*  Mexican-American*  Qiicano 

2.  Cuban*  Cubano 

3.  Puerto  Rican*  Puenoihqueno*  or 
Bouricuan 

4.  0(ha  (WRITE  IN  BELOW) 


• 53A.  What  is  your  Asian  or  Paaflc  Islander 
origin?  If  more  than  one*  circle  the  one 
you  consider  the  most  imponant  part  of 
your  background*  (CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  Chinese 

2.  Fnipino 

3.  Japanese 

4.  Korean 

5.  Southeast  Asian  (Vietnamese* 

Tantian,  Cambodian/Kampuebean,  etc*) 

6.  Pacific  Islander 

7.  0(ba  (WRITE  IN  BELOW) 


ERIC 


55*  What  is  your  current  marit^  sitatns? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER ) 

1.  Single*  never  maxhed 

2.  Maxried 

3.  Living  with  someone  in  a marriage-like  relationship 

4.  Separated 

5.  Divorced 


6.  Widowed 


18 
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56«  In  what  country  were  yon  horn? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  USA 

L 0\ha  (WRITE  IN) 

57.  What  is  your  ddzeiiship  sutus? 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

1.  United  States  cidzeo^  native 
L United  States  citizen,  naniraiized 

3.  Pennancm  resideat  c£  the  United  States  (immigrant  visa) 

COUNTRY  OF  PRESENT  CITIZENSHIP 

4.  Temporary  resident  of  United  States  (non*inunigrant  visa) 

COUNTRY  OF  PRESENT  CmZENSHIP 

59*  Please  indicate  the  extent  to  which  yon  agree  or  disagree  with  the  foUowhif  statement. 

(CIRCLE  ONE  NUMBER) 

Dlaifrai  Dlnsrw  A^m 
SlroBCty  Smmum%m  SamtmkM  Slrwety 


^0.  Please  indicate  your  opinion  regarding  whether  each  of  the  following  has  worsened*  stayed  the  same*  or 
in  recent  years  at  this  institution.  (CIRCLE  ONE  FOR  EACH  ITEM) 


2 


3 


4 


g.  in  had  it  to  do  over  again*  I would  still  choose  an  academic  career. 


Wj 


UmSam  Inwvwa 


SUyiS 


2 3 DK  g.  The  quality  of  undergraduate  educaiinn  at  this  insrinitinn 

2 3 DK  i.  The  quality  of  leseafch  at  this  msdtnnon 


THANK  YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  YOUR  PARTICIPATION 


EXACT  TIME  NOW; 


19 
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Appendix  I 


Critical  Items  and  Nonresponse: 

1993  NSOPF  Faculty  Questionnaire 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates:  Critical  Items 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates:  Total  Respondents 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  Greater  Than  10  Percent 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  for  Total  Respondents,  Sorted  by  Rate 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates:  SAQ  Respondents 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  Greater  Than  10  Percent  (SAQ) 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  for  SAQ  Respondents,  Sorted  by  Rate 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates:  CATI  Respondents 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  Greater  Than  10  Percent  (CATI) 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  for  CATI  Respondents,  Sorted  by  Rate 


1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
Methodology  Report 


Item  Nonresponse  Rates:  Critical  Items 


NSOPF-93  Critical  Items 


Faculty  Questionnaire 

_1  Had  any  instructional  duties  during  in  Fall  1 992  term 


_1A 

Did  instructional  duties  relate  to  for-credit  courses? 

A4 

A7 

A9 

A12A 

A13A 

B16A1 

B16C1 

C22A 

C23A1B 

C23B1B 

C23C1B 

C23D1B 

C23E1B 

C23A2B 

C23B2B 

C23C2B 

C23D2B 

C23E2B 

C23A2E 

C23B2E 

C23C2E 

C23D2E 

C23E2E 

C23A3 

C23B3 

C23C3 

C23D3 

C23E3 

C28 

F51 

F52A 

F52B 

F53A 

F53AA 

F54 

F54AA 

F57A 

F57C 

Employed  full-  or  part-time 

Tenure  status  at  institution 

Academic  rank,  title  or  position 

Principal  field  or  discipline  of  teaching 

Principal  field  or  discipline  of  research 

Highest  degree  held 

Field  code  of  highest  degree 

Number  of  for-credit  classes  taught  in  Fall  1992 

Discipline  of  first  for-credit  class  taught 

Discipline  of  second  for-credit  class  taught 

Discipline  of  third  for-credit  class  taught 

Discipline  of  fourth  for-credit  class  taught 

Discipline  of  fifth  for-credit  class  taught 

Credit  hours  of  first  for-credit  class  taught 

Credit  hours  of  second  for-credit  class  taught 

Credit  hours  of  third  for-credit  class  taught 

Credit  hours  of  fourth  for-credit  class  taught 

Credit  hours  of  fifth  for-credit  class  taught 

Number  of  students  enrolled  in  first  for-credit  class  taught 

Number  of  students  enrolled  in  second  for-credit  class  taught 

Number  of  students  enrolled  in  third  for-credit  class  taught 

Number  of  students  enrolled  in  fourth  for-credit  class  taught 

Number  of  students  enrolled  in  fifth  for-credit  class  taught 

Primary  level  of  students  in  first  for-credit  class  taught 

Primary  level  of  students  in  second  for-credit  class  taught 

Primary  level  of  students  in  third  for-credit  class  taught 

Primary  level  of  students  in  fourth  for-credit  class  taught 

Primary  level  of  students  in  fifth  for-credit  class  taught 

Current  professional  research,  writing  or  creative  works 

Respondent's  gender 

Month  of  respondent's  birth 

Year  of  respondents's  birth 

Respondent's  race 

Is  respondent  Asian-Pacific  Islander? 

Is  respondent  Hispanic? 

Background  of  Hispanic  origin 
Respondent's  citizenship  status 
Country  of  present  citizenship  if  resident  immigrant 

O 
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1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CRITICAL  ITEMS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  « NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  « standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

. RATE 

STDERR 

0 . -Preface 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

7 

0.000272 

0.000103 

_1A 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

24331 

797 

0.032757 

0.001141 

A4 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

Q20 

25780 

19 

0.000737 

0.000169 

A7 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

213 

0.008262 

0.000564 

A9 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

143 

0.005547 

0.000463 

A12A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

162 

0.006284 

0.000492 

A13A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

224 

0.008689 

0.000578 

B16A1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25454 

28 

0.001100 

0.000208 

B16C1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25454 

42 

0.001650 

0.000254 

C22A 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

22823 

31 

. 0.001358 

0.000244 

C23A1B 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

547 

0.025110 

0.001060 

C23A2B 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

776 

0.035622 

0.001256 

C23A2E 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

141 

0.006473 

0.000543 

C23A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

368 

0.016893 

0.000873 

C23B1B 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

370 

0.022947 

0.001179 

C23B2B 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

449 

0.027847 

0.001296 

C23B2E 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

103 

0.006388 

0.000627 

C23B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

262 

0.016249 

0.000996 

C23C1B 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

237 

0.022529 

0.001447 

C23C2B 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

261 

0.024810 

0.001517 

C23C2E 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

102 

0.009696 

0.000955 

C23C3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

212 

0.020152 

0.001370 

C23D1B 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

156 

0.025944 

0.002050 

C23D2B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

176 

0.029270 

0.002174 

C23D2E 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

89 

0.014801 

0.001557 

C23D3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

158 

0.026276 

0.002063 

C23E1B 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

112 

0.041161 

0.003808 

C23E2B 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

130 

0.047777 

0.004089 

C23E2E 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

88 

0.032341 

0.003391 

C23E3 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

107 

0.039324 

0.003726 

C28 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

57 

0.002211 

0.000293 

F51 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

10 

0.000388 

0.000123 

F52A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

258 

0.010008 

0.000620 

F52B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

277 

0.010745 

0.000642 

F53A  . 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

88 

0.003413 

0.000363 

F53AA 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

1224 

63 

0.051471 

0.006316 

F54 

F . Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

24558 

63 

0.002565 

0.000323 

F54AA 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

1226 

22 

0.017945 

0.003791 

F57A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

148 

0.005741 

0.000471 

F57C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

1460 

124 

0.084932 

0.007296 
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Item  Nonresponse  Rates:  Total  Respondents 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  Greater  Than  10  Percent 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  for  Total  Respondents,  Sorted  by  Rate 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  “ number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  « NR/N  - item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  “ standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

1 

0 . Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

25780 

7 

0.000272 

0.000103 

lA 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

24331 

797 

0.032757 

0.001141 

2 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

25780 

829 

0.032157 

0.001099 

3 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

25780 

290 

0.011249 

0.000657 

A4 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

25780 

19 

0.000737 

0.000169 

A4AA 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

7537 

548 

0.072708 

0.002991 

A4AB 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

7537 

540 

0.071647 

0.002971 

A4AC 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

7537 

547 

0.072575 

0.002988 

A4AD 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

7537 

556 

0.073769 

0.003011 

A4AE 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

7537 

556 

0.073769 

0.003011 

A4AF 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

7537 

554 

0.073504 

0.003006 

A5 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

25780 

1412 

0.054771 

0.001417 

A6 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

25780 

1526 

0.059193 

0.001470 

A7 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

25780 

213 

0.008262 

0.000564 

A7A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

9703 

512 

0.052767 

0.002270 

A8 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

16212 

989 

0.061004 

0.001880 

A9 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

143 

0.005547 

0.000463 

AlO 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

24780 

1774 

0.071590 

0.001638 

All  1 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1056 

0.040962 

0.001234 

All  2 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1056 

0.040962 

0.001234 

All  3 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1056 

0.040962 

0.001234 

All  4 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1056 

0.040962 

0.001234 

All  5 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1056 

0.040962 

0.001234 

All  6 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1056 

0.040962 

0.001234 

All_7 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1056 

0.040962 

0.001234 

A12A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

162 

0.006284 

0.000492 

A13A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

224 

0.008689 

0.000578 

B14  1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1203 

0.046664 

0.001314 

B14  2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1203 

0 . 046664 

0.001314 

B14  3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1203 

0 . 046664 

0.001314 

B14  4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1203 

0 . 046664 

0.001314 

B14_5 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1203 

0.046664 

0.001314 

B14  6 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1203 

0 . 046664 

0.001314 

B15  1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

0.001231 

B15  2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1049 

0 . 040690 

0.001231 

B15  3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

0.001231 

B15  4 

B . Prof , Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

0.001231 

B15  5 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

0.001231 

B15  6 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

. 25780 

1049 

0.040690 

0.001231 

B15  7 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

0.001231 

B15  8 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

0.001231 

B15  9 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

0.001231 

B15  10 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

0.001231 

B16A1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- Q20 

25454 

28 

0.001100 

0.000208 
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1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
- N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  «=  NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

B16B1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

_ 

Q20 

25454 

266 

0.010450 

0.000637 

B16C1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25454 

42 

0.001650 

0.000254 

B16E1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25454 

377 

0.014811 

0.000757 

B16A2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

21851 

35 

0.001602 

0.000271 

B16B2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

Q20 

21851 

132 

0.006041 

0.000524 

B16C2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

21851 

83 

0.003798 

0.000416 

B16E2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

21851 

289 

0.013226 

0.000773 

B16A3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12057 

37 

0.003069 

0.000504 

B16B3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12057 

79 

0.006552 

0.000735 

B16C3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

i2057 

87 

0.007216  ^ 

0.000771 

B16E3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

;•  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12057 

174 

0.014431 

0.001086 

B16A4 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

2368 

27 

0.011402 

0.002182 

B16B4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

2368 

28 

0.011824 

0.002221 

B16C4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

Q20 

2368 

44 

0.018581 

0.002775 

B16E4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

2368 

74 

0.031250 

0.003576 

B17 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

247 

0.009581 

0.000607 

B17A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

10159 

506 

0.049808 

0.002158 

B18 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

10159 

528 

0.051974 

0.002202 

B18A 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

10159 

379 

0.037307 

0.001880 

B18B 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

10159 

470 

0.046264 

0.002084 

B18C 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

10159 

322 

0.031696 

0.001738 

B19A1A 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

17933 

193 

0.010762 

0.000771 

B19A1B 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

17933 

182 

0.010149 

0.000748 

B19A2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

17933 

118 

0.006580 

0.000604 

B19A3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

Q20 

17933 

451 

0.025149 

0.001169 

B19A4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

17933 

327 

0.018235 

0.000999 

B19B1A 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12164 

109 

0.008961 

0.000854 

B19B1B 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12164 

104 

0.008550. 

0.000835 

B19B2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12164 

99 

0.008139 

0.000815 

B19B3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12164 

288 

0.023676 

0.001379 

B19B4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12164 

285 

0.023430 

0.001372 

B19C1A 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7313 

103 

0.014085 

0.001378 

B19C1B 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7313 

92 

0.012580 

0.001303 

B19C2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7313 

58 

0.007931 

0.001037 

B19C3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7313 

161 

0.022016 

0.001716 

B19C4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7313 

152 

0.020785 

0.001668 

B20A1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

657 

0.025485 

0.000982 

B20A2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

649 

0.025175 

0.000976 

B20A3  ■ 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

644 

0.024981 

0.000972 

B20A4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

650 

0.025213 

0.000976 

B20A5 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

648 

0.025136 

0.000975 

B20A6 

B.  Prof,  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

647 

0.025097 

0.000974 

B20A7 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

643 

0.024942 

0.000971 

B20A8 

B,  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

646 

0.025058 

0.000973 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
, STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N ' 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

B20A9 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

644 

0.024981 

0.000972 

B20A10 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

652 

0.025291 

0.000978 

B20A11 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

659 

0.025562 

0.000983 

B20A12 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

649 

.0.025175 

0.000976 

B20A13 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

647 

0.025097 

0.000974 

B20A14 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

645 

0.025019 

0.000973 

B20B1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

“25780 

706 

0.027386 

0.001016 

B20B2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

699 

0.027114 

0.001012 

B20B3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

693 

0.026881 

0.001007 

B20B4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

696 

0.026998 

0.001009 

B20B5 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

'699 

0.027114 

0.001012 

B20B6 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

699 

0.027114 

0.001012 

B20B7 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

695 

0.026959 

*0.001009 

B20B8 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

698 

0.027075 

0.001011 

B20B9 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

696 

.0.026998 

0.001009 

B20B10 

B.,  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

702 

0.027230 

0.001014 

B20B11 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

704 

0.027308 

0.001015 

B20B12 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

697 

0.027036 

0.001010 

B20B13 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

697 

0.027036 

0.001010 

B20B14 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

696 

0.026998 

0.001009 

C21A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

730 

0.028317 

0.001033 

C21A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

721 

0.027967 

0.001027 

C21A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

717 

. 0.027812 

0.001024 

C21A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

721 

0.027967 

0.001027 

C21A5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

722 

0.028006 

0.001028 

C21A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

725 

0.028123 

0.001030 

C21B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

. 984 

0.038169 

0.001193 

C21B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

965 

0.037432 

0.001182 

C21B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

966 

0.037471 

0.001183 

C21B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

966 

0.037471 

0.001183 

C21B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2..  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

965 

0.037432 

0.001182 

C21B6 

C . Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

965 

0.037432 . 

o:ooii82 

C22 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

228 

0.008844^ 

0.000583 

C22A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

22823 

31 

0.001358  . 

o: 000244 

C23A1B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

547 

0.025li0 

0.001060 

C23A2A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

446 

0.020474 

0:000959 

C23A2B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

776 

0.035622 

0.001256 

C23A2C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

405 

0.018592 

0.000915 

C23A2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

79 

0.003627 

0.000407 

C23A2E 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

141 

0.006473 

0.000543 

C23A2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

75 

0.003443 

0.000397 

C23A2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21. 

- 

Q40 

21784 

1326 

0.060870 

0.001620 

C23A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

368 

0;016893  . 

0.000873 

C23A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

2122 

0.097411 

0.002009 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  *=  number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM  SECTION  THIRD 


C23B1B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23B2A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23B2B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23B2C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23B2D 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23B2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23B2F 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23B2G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23B4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23C1B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23C2A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23C2B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23C2C 

C . Re  sip  . reload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23C2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23C2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23C2F 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23C2G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23C3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23C4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23D1B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23D2A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23D2B 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23D2C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23D2D 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23D2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23D2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23D2G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23D3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23D4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23E1B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23E2A 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23E2B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23E2C 

C . Resp , /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23E2D 

C , Resp , /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23E2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23E2F 

C,  Resp , /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23E2G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23E3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C23E4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C24 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C24A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C24B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C24C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

O 


N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

Q40 

16124 

370 

0.022947 

0.001179 

Q40 

16124 

333 

0.020652 

0.001120 

Q40 

16124 

449 

0.027847 

0.001296 

Q40 

16124 

320 

0.019846 

0.001098 

Q40 

16124 

66 

0.004093 

0.000503 

Q40 

16124 

103 

0.006388 

0.000627 

Q40 

16124 

64 

0.003969 

0.000495 

Q40 

16124 

1246 

0.077276 

0.002103 

Q40 

16124 

262 

0.016249 

0.000996 

Q40 

16124 

1507 

0.093463 

0.002292 

Q40 

10520 

237 

0.022529 

0.001447 

Q40 

10520 

249 

0.023669 

0.001482 

Q40 

10520 

261 

0.024810  , 

0.001517 

Q40 

10520 

258 

0.024525 

0.001508 

Q40 

10520 

67 

0.006369 

0.000776 

Q40 

10520 

102 

0.00970 

0.000955 

Q40 

10520 

67 

0.00637 

0.000776 

Q40 

10520 

1071 

0.10181 

0.002948 

Q40 

10520 

212 

0.02015 

0.001370 

Q40 

10520 

1000 

0.09506 

0.002860 

Q40 

6013 

156 

0.02594 

0.002050 

Q40 

6013 

186 

0.03093 

0.002233 

Q40 

6013 

176 

0.02927 

0.002174 

Q40 

6013 

212 

0.03526 

0.002378 

Q40 

6013 

72 

0.01197 

0.001403 

Q40 

6013 

89 

0.01480 

0.001557 

Q40 

6013 

72 

0.01197 

0.001403 

Q40 

6013 

738 

0.12273 

0.004232 

Q40 

6013 

158 

0.02628 

0.002063 

Q40 

6013 

603 

0.10028 

0.003874 

Q40 

2721 

112 

0.04116 

0.003808 

Q40 

2721 

136 

0.04998 

0.004177 

Q40 

2721 

130 

0.04778 

0.004089 

Q40 

2721 

139 

0.05108 

0.004221 

Q40 

2721 

73 

0.02683 

0.003098 

Q40 

2721 

88 

0.03234 

0.003391 

Q40 

2721 

73 

0.02683 

0.003098 

Q40 

2721 

389 

0.14296 

0.006710 

Q40 

2721 

107 

0.03932 

0.003726 

Q40 

2721 

313 

0.11503 

0.006117 

Q40 

21994 

1247 

0.05670 

0.001559 

Q40 

18444 

725 

0.03931 

0.001431 

Q40 

18444 

735 

0.03985 

0.001440 

Q40 

18444 

724 

0.03925 

0.001430 

385 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = hiomber  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C24D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

18444 

741 

0.04018 

0.001446 

C24E 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

18444 

720 

0.03904 

0.001426 

C24F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

18444 

730 

0.03958 

0.001436 

C24G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

18444 

730 

0.03958 

0.001436 

C24H 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

18444 

731 

0.03963 

0.001437 

C24I 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

18444 

743 

0.04028 

0.001448 

C24J 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

18444 

746 

0.04045 

0.001451 

C24K 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

18444 

738 

0.04001 

0.001443 

C25A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

4728 

0.18340 

0.002410 

C25A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5174 

0.20070 

0.002495 

C25A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5185 

0.20112 

0.002496 

C25A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5242 

0.20334 

0.002507 

C25B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5310 

0.20597 

0.002519 

C25B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5600 

0.21722 

0.002568 

C25B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5496 

0.21319 

0.002551 

C25B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5332 

0.20683 

0.002523 

C26 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1319 

0.05116 

0.001372 

C27 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1591 

0.06171 

0.001499 

C28 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

57 

0.00221 

0.000293 

C29 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

13935 

577 

0.04141 

0.001688 

C30 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2 . Q21 

- 

Q40 

13935 

275 

0.01973 

0.001178 

C31 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

13935 

9617 

0.69013 

0.003917 

C32 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

13935 

10569 

0.75845 

0.003626 

C33A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4683 

581 

0.12407 

0.004817 

C33B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2068 

574 

0.27756 

0.009847 

C33C1  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

593 

0.28647 

0.009937 

C33C1  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

593 

0.28647 

0.009937 

C33C1  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

593 

0.28647 

0.009937 

C33D1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

602 

0.29082 

0.009982 

C33E1  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2071 

576 

0.27813 

0.009846 

C33E1  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2071 

576 

0.27813 

0.009846 

C33E1  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2071 

576 

0.27813 

0.009846 

C33A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4684 

584 

0.12468 

0.004827 

C33B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

561 

0.32057 

0.011156 

C33C2  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

565 

0.32286 

0.011177 

C33C2  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

565 

0.32286 

0.011177 

C33C2  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

565 

0.32286 

0.011177 

C33D2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

595 

0.34000 

0.011324 

C33E2  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1751 

565 

0.32267 

0.011172 

C33E2  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1751 

565 

0.32267 

0.011172 

C33E2  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1751 

565 

0.32267 

0.011172 

C33A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4684 

584 

0.12468 

, 0.004827 

C33B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

530 

0.44500 

0.014400 

C33C3  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

536 

0.45004 

0.014416 

O 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N « number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  « number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N- 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C33C3 

2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

1191 

536 

0.45004 

0.014416 

C33C3“ 

\3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

■- 

Q40 

1191 

536 

0.45004 

0.014416 

C33D3“ 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

-■ 

Q40 

1190 

560 

0.47059 

0.014469 

C33E3 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

547 

0.45928 

0.014440 

C33E3' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

547 

0.45928 

0.014440 

C33E3' 

\3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

547 

0.45928 

0.014440 

C33A4' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4684 

584 

0.12468 

0.004827 

C33B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

538 

0.45748 

0.014527 

C33C4_ 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

547 

0.46514 

0.014545 

C33C4' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

547 

0.46514 

0.014545 

C33C4' 

\3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

547 

0.46514 

0.014545 

C33D4' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

541 

0.46003 

0.014534 

C33E4 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

534 

0.45408 

0.014519 

C33E4' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

534 

0.45408 

0.014519 

C33E4' 

'3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

534 

0.45408 

0.014519 

C33A5' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

-• 

Q40 

4684 

585 

0.12489 

0.004830 

C33B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

596 

0.27465 

0.009582 

C33C5 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

566 

0.26083 

0.009426 

C33C5' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

566 

0.26083 

0.009426 

C33C5' 

■3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

566 

0.26083 

0.009426 

C33D5' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q2l 

■- 

Q40 

2167 

632 

0.29165 

0.009764 

C33E5 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

579 

0.26682 

0.009495 

C33E5' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.'  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

579 

0.26682 

0.009495 

C33E5' 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

579 

0.26682 

0.009495 

C33A6' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4682 

587 

0.12537 

0.004839 

C33B6 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

519 

0.74037 

0.016559 

C33C6 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

513 

0.73181 

0.016732 

C33C6' 

~2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

513 

0.73181 

0.016732 

C33C6' 

'_3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

513 

0.73181 

0.016732 

C33D6' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

507 

0.72325 

0.016898 

C33E6 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

501 

0.71469 

0.017055 

C33E6' 

"2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

701 

501 

0.71469 

0.017055 

C33E6] 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

-■ 

Q40 

701 

501 

0.71469 

0.017055 

C34A  ’ 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1868 

0.07246 

0.001615 

C34B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1777 

0.06893 

0.001578 

C34C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1773 

0.06877 

0.001576 

C34D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1470 

0.05702 

0.001444 

C34E 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1976 

0.07665 

0.001657 

C34F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

2373 

0.09205 

0. 001801 

C34G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1455 

0.05644 

0.001437 

C34H 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1300 

0.05043 

0.001363 

C34I 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1303 

0.05054 

0.001364 

C34J 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

2346 

0.09100 

0.001791 

C34K 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1318 

0.05112 

0.001372 

367 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

C34L 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35A1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35A5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35B4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35C1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35C2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35C3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35C4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35C5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C35C6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C36A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C36B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C36C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C36D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37AA 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37AB 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37AC 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37AD 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37AE 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37AF 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37BA 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37BB 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37BC 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37BD 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37BE 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C37BF 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

C38 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

D39A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

D39B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

D39C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

D39D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

.2.  Q21  - 

D39E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

D39F 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

D40A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

D40B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

O 


N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

Q40 

25780 

1409 

0,05465 

0.001416 

Q40 

25780 

1276 

0.04950 

0:001351 

Q40 

25780 

1293 

0.05016 

0.001359 

Q40 

25780 

1293 

0.05016 

0.001359 

Q40 

25780 

1299 

0.05039 

0.001362 

Q40 

25780 

1302 

0.05050 

0.001364 

Q40 

25780 

1300 

0:05043 

0.001363 

Q40 

10608 

540 

0,05090 

0.002134 

Q40 

8890 

581 

0.06535 

0.00262.1 

Q40 

16173 

662 

0.04093 

0.001558 

Q40 

10503 

641 

0.06103 

0.002336 

Q40 

3002 

551 

0.18354 

0.007065 

Q40 

9823 

619 

0.06302 

0.002452 

Q40 

3631 

524 

0.14431 

0.005832 

Q40 

7275 

618 

0.08495 

0.003269 

Q40 

12452 

746 

0.05991 

0.002127 

Q40 

5607 

728 

0.12984 

0.004489 

Q40 

1148 

549 

0.47822 

0.014743 

Q40 

. 2128 

634 

0.29793 

0.009914 

Q40 

25780 

754 

0.02925 

0.001049 

Q40 

25780 

743 

0.02882 

0.001042 

Q40 

25780 

721 

0.02797 

0.001027 

Q40 

25780 

730 

0.02832 

0.001033 

Q40' 

25780 

864 

0.03351 

0.001121 

Q40 

25780 

859 

0.03332 

0.001118 

Q40 

25780 

858 

0.03328 

0.001117 

Q40 

25780 

857 

0.03324 

0.001117 

Q40 

25780 

858 

0.03328 

0.001117 

Q40 

25780 

868 

0.03367 

0.001123 

Q40 

25780 

2720 

0.10551 

0.001913 

Q40 

25780 

2722 

0.10559 

0.001914 

Q40 

25780 

2725 

0.10570 

0.001915 

Q40 

25780 

2718 

0.10543 

0.001913 

Q40 

25780 

2725 

0.10570 

0.001915 

Q40 

25780 

2720 

0.10551 

0.001913 

Q40 

25780 

2593 

0.10058 

0.001873 

Q40 

25780 

1117 

0.04333 

0.001268 

Q40 

25780 

1296 

0.05027 

0.001361 

Q40 

25780 

1213 

0.04705 

0.001319 

Q40 

25780 

1305 

0.05062 

0.001365 

Q40 

25780 

1681 

0.06521 

0.001538 

Q40 

25780 

4040 

0.15671 

0.002264 

Q40 

25780 

1427 

0.05535 

0.001424 

Q40 

25780 

1829 

0.07095 

0.001599 

O 

BS 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N « number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  “ number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  « NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  “ standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

..  SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

D40C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

3519 

0.13650 

0.002138 

D40D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

2176 

0.08441 

0.001731 

D40E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5146 

0.19961 

0.002489 

D40F 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1445 

0.05605 

0.001433 

D40G 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

2926 

0.11350 

0.001976 

D40H 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

7198 

0.27921 

0.002794 

D40I 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

699 

0.02711 

0.001012 

D41A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2153 

0.08351 

0.001723 

D41B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1674 

0.06493 

0.001535 

D41C 

D . Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2358 

0.09147 

0.001795 

D41D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2172 

0.08425 

0.001730 

D41E 

D . Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1894 

0.07347 

0.001625 

D42 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

520 

0.02017 

0.000876 

D43A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

891 

0.03456 

0.001138 

D43B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1190 

0.04616 

0.001307 

D43C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

947 

0.03673 

0.001172 

D43D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1077 

0.04178 

0.001246 

D43E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

935 

0.03627 

0.001164 

D43F 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1281 

0.04969 

0.001353 

D43G 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1263 

0.04899 

0.001344 

D43H 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1135 

0.04403 

0.001278 

D43I 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2939 

0.11400 

0.001979 

D43J 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1036 

0.04019 

0.001223 

D43K 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

3380 

0.13111 

0.002102 

D43L 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1256 

0.04872 

0.001341 

D43M 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1284 

0.04981 

0.001355 

D43N 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1179 

0.04573 

0.001301 

D44 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

784 

0.03041 

0.001069 

D45 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1337 

0.05186 

0.001381 

D46 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

619 

0.02401 

0.000953 

E47A 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2387 

0.09259 

0.001805 

E47B 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

4617 

0.17909 

0.002388 

E47C 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2246 

0.08712 

0.001756 

E47D 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2219 

0.08607 

0.001747 

E47E 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2199 

0.08530 

0.001740 

E47F 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2205 

0.08553 

0.001742 

E47G 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2224 

0.08627 

0.001749 

E47H 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2212 

0.08580 

0.001744 

E47I 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2220 

0.08611 

0.001747 

E47J 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2216 

0.08596 

0.001746 

E47K 

E,  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2213 

0.08584 

0.001745 

E47L 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2220 

0.08611 

0.001747 

E47M 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2218 

0.08604 

0.001746 

E47N 

E.  Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2226 

0.08635 

0.001749 

369 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

E470 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2206 

0.08557 

0.001742 

E47P1 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P2 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P3 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P4 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P5 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P6 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P7 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P8 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P9 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1998 

0.07750 

0.001665 

E48 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1017 

0.03945 

0.001212 

E49 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

3428 

0.13297 

0.002115 

E50 

E. 

Compensation 

3-. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1245 

0.04829 

0.001335 

F51 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

10 

0.00.039 

0.000123 

F52A 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

258 

0.01001 

0.000620 

F52B 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

277 

0.01074 

0.000642 

F53A 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

88 

0.00341 

0.000363 

F53AA 

F. 

Sociodem. 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

1224 

63 

0.05147 

0.006316 

F54 

F. 

Sociodem. 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

24558 

63 

0.00257 

0.000323 

F54AA 

F. 

Sociodem. 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

1226 

22 

0.01794 

0.003791 

F55 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

597 

0.02316 

0.000937 

F56A 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

457 

0.01773 

0.000822 

F56C 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

3262 

196 

0.06009 

0.004161 

F57A 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

148 

0.00574 

0.000471 

F57C 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

1460 

124 

0.08493 

0.007296 

F58A 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1681 

0.06521 

0.001538 

F58B 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1727 

0.06699 

0.001557 

F59A 

F. 

Sociodem. 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1529 

0.05931 

0.001471 

F59B 

F. 

Sociodem. 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1655 

0.06420 

0.001527 

F59C 

F. 

Sociodem. 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

3112 

0.12071 

0.002029 

F59D 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2737 

0.10617 

0.001919 

F59E 

F. 

Sociodem. 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2185 

0.08476 

0.001735 

F59F 

F. 

Sociodem. 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

2683 

0.10407 

0.001902 

F59G 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

998 

0.03871 

0.001201 

F60A 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1599 

0.06202 

0.001502 

F60B 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1719 

0.06668 

0.001554 

F60C 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1597 

0.06195 

■ 0.001501 

F60D 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1505 

0.05838 

0.001460 

F60E 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1649 

0.06396 

0.001524 

F60F 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1622 

0.06292 

0.001512 

F60G 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1015 

0.039372 

0.001211 

F60H 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1497 

0.058068 

0.001457 

F60I 

F. 

Sociodem . 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1415 

0.054888 

0.001419 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Items  with  Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  .10 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  *=  number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  *=  NR/N  •=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  *=»  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

: SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C23C2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

1071 

0.10181 

0.002948 

C23D2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

738 

0.12273 

0,004232 

C23D4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

603 

0.10028 

0.003874 

C23E2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

389 

0.14296 

0.006710 

C23E4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

313 

0.11503 

0.006117 

C25A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

4728 

0.18340 

0.002410 

C25A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5174  , 

0.20070 

0.002495 

C25A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5185 

0.20112 

0.002496 

C25A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5242 

0.20334 

0.002507 

C25B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5310 

0.20597 

0.002519 

C25B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

. 25780 

5600 

0.21722 

0.002568 

C25B3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5496 

0.21319 

0.002551 

C25B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5332 

0.20683 

0..002523 

C31 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

13935 

9617 

0.69013 

0.003917 

C32 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

13935 

10569 

0.75845 

0.003626 

C33A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4683 

581 

0.12407 

0.004817 

C33B1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2068 

574 

0.27756 

0.009847 

C33C1  1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

593 

0.28647 

0.009937 

C33C1  2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

593 

0.28647 

0.009937 

C33C1  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

593 

. 0.28647 

0.009937 

C33D1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

602 

0.29082 

0.009982 

C33E1  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2071 

576 

0.27813 

0.009846 

C33E1  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2071 

576 

0.27813 

0.009846 

C33E1  3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2071 

576 

0.27813 

0.009846 

C33A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4684 

584 

0.12468 

0.004827 

C33B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

561 

0.32057 

0.011156 

C33C2  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

565 

0.32286 

0.011177 

C33C2  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

565 

0.32286 

0.011177 

C33C2_3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

565 

0.32286 

0.011177 

C33D2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

595 

0.34000 

0.011324 

C33E2  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1751 

565 

0.32267 

0.011172 

C33E2  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1751 

565 

0.32267 

0.011172 

C33E2  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1751 

565 

0.32267 

0.011172 

C33A3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4684 

584 

0.12468 

0.004827 

C33B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

530 

0.44500 

0.014400 

C33C3  1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

536 

0.45004 

0.014416 

C33C3  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

536 

0.45004 

0.014416 

C33C3  3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

536 

0.45004 

0.014416 

C33D3 

C . Resp ; /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1190 

560 

0.47059 

0.014469 

C33E3  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

547 

0.45928 

0.014440 

C33E3  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

547 

0.45928 

0.014440 

C33E3_3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

- 547 

0.45928 

0.014440 

C33A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4684 

584 

0.12468 

0.004827 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Items  with  Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  .10 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N * number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  « number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  “ NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C33B4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

538 

0.45748 

0.014527 

C33C4_1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

547 

0.46514 

0.014545 

C33C4_2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

547 

0.46514  . 

0.014545 

C33C4  3 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

547 

0.46514 

0.014545 

C33D4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

541 

0.46003 

0.014534 

C33E4  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

534 

. 0.45408 

0.014519 

C33E4  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

534 

0.45408 

0.014519 

C33E4  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

534 

0.45408 

0.014519 

C33A5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4684 

585 

0.12489 

0.004830 

C33B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

596 

0.27465 

0.0Q9582 

C33C5  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2 . Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

566 

0.26083 

0.009426 

C33C5  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

2170 

566 

0.26083 

0.009426 

C33C5  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

566 

0.26083 

0.009426 

C33D5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2167  . 

632 

0.29165 

0.009764 

C33E5  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

579 

0.26682 

0.009495 

C33E5  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

579 

0.26682 

0.009495 

C33E5  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2170 

579 

0.26682 

0.009495 

C33A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4682 

587 

0.12537 

0.004839 

C33B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

519 

0.74037 

0.016559 

C33C6  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

■ 701 . 

513 

0.73181- 

0.016732 

C33C6  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

513 

0.73181 

0.016732 

C33C6  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

513 

0.73181 

0.016732 

C33D6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

507 

0.72325 

0.016898 

C33E6  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

501 

0.71469 

0.017055 

C33E6  2 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

501 

0.71469 

0.017055 

C33E6  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

501 

0.71469 

0.017055 

C35B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3002 

551 

0.18354 

0.007065 

C35C1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3631 

524 

0.14431 

0.005832 

C35C4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

5607 

728 

0.12984 

0.004489 

C35C5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1148 

549 

0.47822 

0.014743 

C35C6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2128 

634 

0.29793 

0.009914 

C37BA 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

2720 

0.10551 

0.001913 

C37BB 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

2722 

0.10559 

0.001914 

C37BC 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

2725 

0.10570 

0.001915 

C37BD 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

.2718 

0.10543 

0.001913 

C37BE 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

2725 

0.10570 

0.001915 

C37BF 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

2720 

0.10551 

0.001913 

C38 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

2593 

0.10058 

0.001873 

D39F 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

4040 

0.15671 

0.002264 

D40C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

3519 

0.13650 

0.002138 

D40E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

5146 

0.19961 

0.002489 

D40G 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

2926 

0.11350 

0.001976 

D40H 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

7198 

0.27921 

0.002794 

O 
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1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Items  with. Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  .10 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

D43I 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41  - 

D43K 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41  - 

E47B 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

. Q41  - 

E49 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41  - 

F59C 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

Q41  - 

F59D 

F. 

Sociodem . Chars . 

3. 

Q41  - 

F59F 

F. 

Sociodem . Chars . 

3. 

Q41  - 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

Q60 

25780 

2939 

0.11400 

0.001979 

Q60 

25780 

3380 

0.13111 

0.002102 

Q60 

25780 

4617 

0.17909 

0.002388 

Q60 

25780 

3428 

0.13297 

0.002115 

Q60 

25780 

3112 

0.12071 

0.002029 

Q60 

25780 

2737 

0.10617 

0.001919 

Q60 

25780 

2683 

0.10407 

0.001902 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  ==  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

1 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

_ 

Q20 

25780 

7 

0.000272 

0.000103 

F51 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

10 

0.000388 

0.000123 

A4 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

19 

0.000737 

0.000169 

B16A1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25454 

28 

0.001100 

0.000208 

C22A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

22823 

31 

0.001358 

0.000244 

B16A2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

21851 

35 

0.001602 

0.000271 

B16C1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25454 

42 

0.001650 

0.000254 

C28 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

57 

0.002211 

0.000293 

F54 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

24558 

63 

0.002565 

0.000323 

B16A3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12057 

37 

0.003069 

0.000504 

F53A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

88 

0.003413 

0.000363 

C23A2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

75 

0.003443 

0.000397 

C23A2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

79 

0.003627 

0.000407 

B16C2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

21851 

83 

0.003798 

0.000416 

C23B2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

64 

0.003969 

0.000495 

C23B2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

66 

0.004093 

0.000503 

A9 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

143 

0.005547 

0.000463 

F57A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

148 

0.005741 

0.000471 

B16B2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

21851 

132 

0.006041 

0.000524 

A12A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

162 

0.006284 

0.000492 

C23C2D 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

67 

0.006369 

0.000776 

C23C2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

67 

0.006369 

0.000776 

C23B2E 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

103 

0.006388  . 

0.000627 

C23A2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

141 

0.006473 

0.000543 

B16B3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12057 

79 

0.006552 

0.000735 

B19A2 

'B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

17933 

118 

0.006580 

0.000604 

B16C3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12057 

87 

0.007216 

0.000771 

B19C2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7313 

58 

0.007931 

0.001037 

B19B2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12164 

99 

0.008139 

0.000815 

A7 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

213 

0.008262 

0.000564 

B19B1B 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12164 

104 

0.008550 

0.000835 

A13A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

224 

0.008689 

0.000578 

C22 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

228 

0.008844 

0.000583 

B19B1A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12164 

109 

0.008961 

0.000854 

B17 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

247 

0.009581 

0.000607 

C23C2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

10520 

102 

0.009696 

0.000955 

F52A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

258 

0.010008 

0.000620 

B19A1B 

B . Prof . Background 

1..Q1 

- 

Q20 

17933 

182 

0.010149 

0.000748 

B16B1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25454 

266 

0.010450 

0.000637 

F52B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

277 

0.010745 

0.000642 

B19A1A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

17933 

193 

0.010762 

0.000771 

3 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

290 

0.011249 

0.000657 

B16A4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

2368 

27 

0.011402 

0.002182 

B16B4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1— 1 
O' 

1— 1 

- 

Q20 

2368 

28 

0.011824 

0.002221 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  .RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C23D2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

. 

Q40 

6013 

72 

0.011974 

0.001403 

C23D2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

72 

0.011974 

0.001403 

B19C1B 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7313 

92 

0.012580 

0.001303 

B16E2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

21851 

289 

0.013226 

0.000773 

B19C1A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7313 

103 

0.014085 

0.001378 

B16E3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12057 

174 

0.014431 

0.001086 

C23D2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

89 

0.014801 

0.001557 

B16E1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25454 

377 

0.014811 

0.000757 

C23B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

262 

0.016249 

0.000996 

C23A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

368 

0.016893 

0.000873 

F56A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

^ 25780 

457 

0.017727 

0.000822 

F54AA 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

1226 

22 

0.017945 

0.003791 

B19A4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

17933 

327 

0.018235 

0.000999 

B16C4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

2368 

44 

0.018581 

0.002775 

C23A2C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

405 

0.018592 

0.000915 

C30 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

13935 

275 

0.019734 

0.001178 

C23B2C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

320 

0.019846 

0.001098 

C23C3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

212 

0.020152 

0.001370 

D42 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

520 

0.020171 

0.000876 

C23A2A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

446 

0.020474 

0.000959 

C23B2A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

333 

0.020652 

0.001120 

B19C4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7313 

152 

0.020785 

0.001668 

B19C3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7313 

161 

0.022016 

0.001716 

C23C1B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

237 

0.022529 

0.001447 

C23B1B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

370 

0.022947 

0.001179 

F55 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

597 

0.023157 

0.0009'37 

B19B4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12164 

285 

0.023430 

0.001372 

C23C2A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

249 

0.023669 

0.001482 

B19B3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12164 

288 

0.023676 

0.001379 

D46 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

619 

0.024011 

0.000953 

C23C2C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

258 

0.024525 

0.001508 

C23C2B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10520 

261 

0.024810 

0.001517 

B20A7 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

643 

0.024942 

0.000971 

B20A3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

644 

0.024981 

0.000972 

B20A9 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

644 

0.024981 

0.000972 

B20A14 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

645 

0.025019 

0.000973 

B20A8 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

646 

0.025058 

0.000973 

B20A6 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

647 

0.025097 

0.000974 

B20A13 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

.647 

0.025097 

0.000974 

C23A1B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

547 

0.025110 

0.001060 

B20A5 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

648 

0.025136 

0.000975 

B19A3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

17933 

451 

0.025149 

0.001169 

B20A2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

-.649 

0.025175 

0.000976 

B20A12 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

649 

0.025175 

0.000976 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N *=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  «=  number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  « NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  « standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

B20A4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

. 

Q20 

25780 

650 

0.025213 

0.000976 

B20A10 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

652 

0.025291 

0.000978 

B20A1  . 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

657 

0.025485 

0.000982 

B20A11 

B.  Prof.  Background 

JO 

- 

Q20 

25780 

659 

0.025562 

0.000983 

C23D1B 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

156 

0.025944 

0.002050 

C23D3 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

158 

0.026276 

0.002063 

C23E2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

73 

0.026828 

0.003098 

C23E2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

73 

0.026828 

0.003098 

B20B3 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

693 

0.026881 

0.001007 

B20B7 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

695 

0.026959 

0.001009 

B20B4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

696 

0.026998 

0.001009 

B20B9 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

696 

0.026998 

0.001009 

B20B14 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

696 

0.026998 

0.001009 

B20B12 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

QZO 

25780 

697 

0.027036 

0.001010 

B20B13 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

697 

0.027036 

0.001010 

B20B8 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

698 

0.027075 

0.001011 

B20B2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

699 

0.027114 

0.001012, 

B20B5 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

699 

0.027114 

0.001012 

B20B6 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

699 

0.027114 

0.001012 

D40I 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

699 

0.027114 

0.001012 

B20B10 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

702 

0.027230 

0.001014 

B20B11 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

704 

0.027308 

. 0.001015 

B20B1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

706 

0.027386 

0.001016 

C21A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

717 

0.027812 

0.001024 

C23B2B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

16124 

449 

0.027847 

0.001296 

C21A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

721 

0.027967 

0.001027 

C21A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

721 

0.027967 

0.001027 

C36C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

721 

0.027967 

0.001027 

C21A5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

722 

0.028006 

0.001028 

C21A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

725 

0.028123 

0.001030 

C21A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

730 

0.028317 

0.001033 

C36D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

730 

0.028317 

0.001033 

C36B  ■ 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

743 

0.028821 

0.001042 

C36A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

754 

0.029247 

0.001049 

C23D2B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

176 

0.029270 

0.002174 

D44 

D..  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

784 

0.030411 

0.001069 

C23D2A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

6013 

186 

0.030933 

0.002233 

B16E4 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

2368 

74 

0.031250 

0.003576 

B18C 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

10159 

322 

0.031696 

0.001738 

2 

0 . Preface  ^ 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

829 

0.032157 

0.001099 

C23E2E 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

, 2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

88 

0.032341 

0.003391 

lA 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

24331 

797 

0.032757 

0.001141 

C37AD 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

857 

0.033243 

0.001117 

C37AC 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

858 

0.033282 

0.001117 

kJ 
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1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 


STDERR 


ITEM 

SECTION 

C37AE 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C37AB 

C..  Resp . /Workload 

C37AA 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C37AF 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

D43A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

C23D2C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C23A2B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

D43E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

D43C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

B18A 

B ..  Prof . Background 

C21B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C21B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C21B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C21B3 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

C21B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C21B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

F59G 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

C24E 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C24C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C24A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C23E3 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

F60G 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

E48 

E . Compensation 

C24F 

C . Resp . /Workload 

C24G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C24H 

• G . Resp . /Workload 

C24B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C24K 

C . Resp . /Workload 

C24D 

C . Resp . /Workload 

D43J 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

C24I 

C . Resp . /Workload 

C24J 

C . Resp . /Workload 

B15  1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

B15  2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

B15  3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

B15  4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

B15  5 

B.  Prof.  Background 

B15  6 

B.  Prof.  Background 

B15  7 

B.  Prof.  Background 

B15  8 

B.  Prof.  Background 

BI5  9 

B.  Prof.  Background 

B15  10 

B . Prof . Background 

C35B3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

All  1 

A.  Employment 

o 

ERLC 


= standard  error  of  rate 


THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

858 

0.033282 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

859 

0.033320 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

864 

0.033514 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

868 

0.033670 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

891 

0.034562 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

6013 

212 

0.035257 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

21784 

776 

0.035622 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

935 

0.036268 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

947 

. 0.036734 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

10159 

379 

0.037307 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

965 

0.037432 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

965 

0.037432 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

965 

0.037432 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

966 

0.037471 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

966 

0.037471 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

984 

0.038169 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

998 

0.038712 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

18444 

720 

0.039037 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

18444 

724 

0.039254 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

18444 

725 

0.039308 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2721 

107 

0.039324 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

1015 

0.039372 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

1017 

0.039449 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

18444 

730 

0.039579 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

18444 

730 

0.039579 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

18444 

731 

0.039633 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

18444 

735 

0.039850 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

18444 

738 

0.040013 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

18444 

741 

0.040176 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

1036 

0.040186 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

18444 

743 

0.040284 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

18444 

746 

0.040447 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

25780 

1049 

0.040690 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

16173 

662 

0.040932 

1.  Q1  - Q20 

25780 

1056 

0.040962 

3 77 

1 

STDERR 

0.001117 

0.001118 

0.001121 

0.001123 

0.001138 

0.002378 

0.001256 

0.001164 

0.001172 

0.001880 

0.001182 

0.001182 

0.001182 

0.001183 

0.001183 

0.001193 

0.001201 

0.001426 

0.001430 

0.001431 

0.003726 

0.001211 

0.001212 

0.001436 

0.001436 

0.001437 

0.001440 

0.001443 

0.001446 

0.001223 

0.001448 

0.001451 

0.001231 

0.001231 

0.001231 

0.001231 

0.001231 

0.001231 

0.001231 

0.001231 

0.001231 

0.001231 

0.001558 

0.001234 


ITEM 

All_2 

All_3 

All_4 

All_5 

All_6 

All_7 

C23E1B 

C29 

D43D 

D39A 

D43H 

D43N 

D43B 

B18B 

B14_l 

B14_2 

B14_3 

B14_4 

B14_5 

B14_6 

D39C 

C23E2B 

E50 

D43L 

D43G 

C35A1 

D43F 

D43M 

B17A 

C23E2A 

C35A2 

C35A3 

D39B 

C35A4 

C34H 

C35A6 

C35A5 

C34I 

D39D 

C35B1 

C23E2C 

C34K 

C26 

F53AA 
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1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


SECTION 


A.  Employment  1. 

A.  Employment  1. 

A.  Employment  1. 

A .  Employment  1 . 

A .  Employment  1 . 

A . Employment  1 . 

C . Resp . /Workload  2 . 

C.  Resp . /Workload  2. 

D.  Job  Satisfaction  3. 
D.  Job  Satisfaction  2. 
D.  Job  Satisfaction  3. 
D.  Job  Satisfaction  3. 
D.  Job  Satisfaction  3. 

B . Prof . Background  1 . 

B.  Prof.  Background  1. 

B.  Prof.  Background  1. 

B.  Prof.  Background  1. 

B.  Prof.  Background  1. 

B.  Prof.  Background  1. 

B . Prof . Background  1 . 

D.  Job  Satisfaction  2. 

C.  Resp . /Workload  2. 

E.  Compensation  3. 

D.  Job  Satisfaction  3. 
D.  Job  Satisfaction  3. 

C.  Resp . /Workload  2. 

D.  Job  Satisfaction  3. 
D.  Job  Satisfaction  3. 

B.  Prof.  Background  1. 

C.  Resp . /Workload  2. 

C.  Resp . /Workload  2. 

C.  Resp . /Workload  2. 

D.  Job  Satisfaction  2. 

C.  Resp . /Workload  2, 

C.  Resp . /Workload  2. 

C.  Resp . /Workload  2. 

C.  Resp ./Workload  2. 

C,  Resp . /Workload  2. 

D.  Job  Satisfaction  2. 

C , Resp . /Workload  2 . 

C,  Resp . /Workload  2, 
C . Resp . /Workload  2 . 

C . Resp . /Workload  2 . 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 


THIRD 

N 

NR 

Q1 

. 

Q20 

25780 

1056 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1056 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1056 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1056 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1056 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1056 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

112 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

13935 

577 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1077 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1117 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1135 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1179 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1190 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

10159 

470 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1203 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1203 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1203 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1203 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1203 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1203 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1213 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

130 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1245 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1256 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1263 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1276 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1281 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1284 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

10159 

506 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

136 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1293 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1293 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1296 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1299 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1300 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1300 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1302 

Q21 

- 

Q40  . 

25780 

1303 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1305 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

10608 

540 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2721 

139 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1318 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1319 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

1224 

63 

37S 


RATE 

STDERR 

0.040962 

0.001234 

0.040962 

0.001234 

0.040962 

0.001234 

0.040962 

0.001234 

0.040962 

0.001234 

0.040962 

0.001234 

0.041161 

0.003808 

0.041407 

0.001688 

0.041777 

0.001246 

0.043328 

0.001268 

0.044026 

0.001278 

0.045733 

0.001301 

0.046160 

0.001307 

0.046264 

0.002084 

0.046664 

0.001314 

0.046664 

0.001314 

0.046664 

0.001314 

0.046664 

0.001314 

0.046664 

0.001314 

0.046664 

0.001314 

0.047052 

0.001319 

0.047777 

0.004089 

0.048293 

0.001335 

0.048720 

0.001341 

0.048991 

0.001344 

0.049496 

0.001351 

0.049690 

0.001353 

0.049806 

0.001355 

0.049808 

0.002158 

0.049982 

0.004177 

0.050155 

0.0di359 

0.050155 

0.001359 

0.050272 

0.001361 

0.050388 

0.001362 

0.050427 

0.001363 

0.050427 

0.001363 

0.050504 

0.001364 

0.050543  ‘ 

0.001364 

0.050621 

0.001365 

0.050905 

0.002134 

0.051084 

0.004221 

0.051125 

0.001372 

0.051164 

0.001372 

0.051471 

■ 0.006316 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

D45 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

Q60 

25780 

1337 

0.051862 

0.001381 

B18 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

10159 

528 

0.051974 

0 . 002202 

A7A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

9703 

512 

0.052767 

0.002270 

C34L 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1409 

0.054655 

0.001416 

A5 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1412 

0.054771 

0.001417 

F60I 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1415 

0.054888 

0.001419 

D40A 

D . Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1427 

0.055353 

0.001424 

D40F 

D . Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1445 

0.056051 

0.001433 

C34G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1455 

0.056439 

0.001437 

C24 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21994 

1247 

0.056697 

0.001559 

C34D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1470 

0.057021 

0.001444 

F60H 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

' 25780 

1497 

0.058068 

0.001457 

F60D 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1505 

0.058379 

0.001460 

A6 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

25780 

1526 

0.059193 

0.001470 

F59A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1529 

0.059310 

0:001471 

C35C3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

12452 

746 

0.059910 

0 . 002127 

F56C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

3262 

196 

0.060086 

0.004161 

C23A2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

21784 

1326 

0.060870 

0.001620 

A8 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

16212 

989 

0.061004 

0 . 001880 

C35B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

10503 

641 

0.061030 

0.002336 

C27 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1591 

0.061715 

0.001499 

F60C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1597 

0.061947 

0.001501 

F60A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1599 

0.062025 

0.001502 

F60F 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1622 

0.062917 

0.001512 

C35B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

9823 

619 

0.063015. 

0.002452 

F60E 

F.  Sociodem,  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1649 

0.063964 

0.001524 

F59B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1655 

0.064197- 

0.001527 

D41B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1674 

0.064934 

0.001535 

D39E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1681 

0.065206 

0.001538 

F58A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1681 

0.065206 

0.001538 

C35B2 

C.  Resp , /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

8890 

581 

0.065354 

0. 002621 

F60B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1719 

0.066680 

0.001554 

F58B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

Q60 

25780 

1727 

0.066990 

0 . 001557 

C34C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1773 

0.068774 

0 . 001576 

C34B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1777 

0.068929 

0 . 001578 

D40B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1829 

0.070946 

0.001599 

AlO 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

24780 

1774 

0.071590 

0 . 001638 

A4AB 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7537 

540 

0.071647 

0 . 002971 

C34A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

1868 

0.072459 

0 . 001615 

A4AC 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7537 

547 

0.072575 

0 . 002988 

A4AA 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7537 

.548 

0.072708 

0 . 002991 

D41E 

D . Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

25780 

1894 

0.073468 

0.001625 

A4AF 

A.  Employment. 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7537 

554 

0.073504 

0.003006 

A4AD 

A.  Emplo3rment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

7537 

556 

0.073769 

0.003011 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
rate  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

A4AE 

A.  Emplo3rment 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

7537 

556 

0.073769 

0.003011 

C34E 

C.  Resp . /^Joic'kload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

25780 

1976 

0.076649 

0.001657 

C23B2G 

C.  Resp . /\JoicRload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

16124 

1246 

0.077276 

0.002103 

E47P9 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

1998 

0.077502 

0.001665 

D41A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2153 

0.083514 

0.001723 

D41D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2172 

0.084251 

0.001730 

D40D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

25780 

2176 

0.084407 

0.001731 

F59E 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3 . Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2185 

0.084756 

0.001735 

F57C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

1460 

124 

0.084932 

0.007296 

C35C2 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

7275 

618 

0.084948 

0.003269 

E47E 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2199 

0.085299 

0.001740 

E47F 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2205 

0.085531 

0.001742 

E470 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2206 

0.085570 

0.001742 

E47H 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2212 

0.085803 

0.001744 

E47K 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2213 

0.085842 

0.001745 

E47J 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2216 

0.085958 

0.001746 

E47M 

E . Compens at i on 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2218 

0.086036 

0.001746 

E47D 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2219 

0.086074 

0.001747 

E47I 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2220 

0.086113 

0.001747 

E47L 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2220 

0.086113 

0.001747 

E47G 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2224 

0.086268 

0.001749 

E47N 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2226 

0.086346 

0.001749 

E47C 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2246 

0.087122 

0.001756 

C34J 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

.2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

25780 

2346 

0.091001 

0.001791 

D41C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2358 

0.091466 

0.001795 

C34F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

25780 

2373 

0.092048 

0.001801 

E47A 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2387 

0.092591 

0.001805 

C23B4 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

16124 

1507 

0.093463 

0.002292 

E47P1 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.094725 

0.001824 

E47P2 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.094725 

0.001824 

E47P3 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P4 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P5 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P6 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

.0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P7 

E . Compens  at i on 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

' 2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

E47P8 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

2442 

0.09472 

0.001824 

C23C4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

10520 

1000 

0.09506 

0.002860 

C23A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

21784 

2122 

■0.09741 

0.002009 

C23D4 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

6013 

603 

0.10028 

0.003874 

C38 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

. 25780 

2593 

0.10058 

0.001873 

C23C2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

10520 

1071 

0.10181 

0.002948 

F59F 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

25780 

•2683 

,0.10407 

0.001902 

C37BD 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

25780 

2718 

0.10543 

0.001913 

C37BA 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

25780 

2720 

0.10551 

0.001913 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C37BF 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

2720 

0.10551 

0.001913 

C37BB 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

2722 

0.10559 

0.001914 

C37BC 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

2725 

0.10570 

0.001915 

C37BE 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

2725 

0.10570 

0.001915 

F59D 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

2737 

0.10617 

0.001919 

D40G 

D . Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

2926 

0.11350 

0.001976 

D43I 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

2939 

0.11400 

0.001979 

C23E4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2721 

313 

0.11503 

0.006117 

F59C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

3112 

0.12071 

. 0.002029 

C23D2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

6013 

738 

0.12273 

0.004232 

C33A1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

4683 

581 

0.12407 

0.004817 

C33A2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

4684 

584 

0.12468 

0.004827 

C33A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

4684 

584 

0.12468 

0.004827 

C33A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

4684 

584 

0.12468 

0.004827 

C33A5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

4684 

585 

0.12489 

0.004830 

C33A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

4682 

587 

0.12537 

0.004839 

C35C4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

5607 

728 

0.12984 

0.004489 

D43K 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

3380 

0.13111 

0.002102 

E49 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

3428 

0.13297 

0.002115 

D40C 

D . Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

3519 

0.13650 

0.002138 

C23E2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2721 

389 

0.14296 

0.006710 

C35C1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

3631 

524 

0.14431 

0.005832 

D39F 

D . Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

4040 

0.15671 

0.002264 

E47B 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

25780 

4617 

0.17909 

0.002388 

C25A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

4728 

0.18340 

0.002410 

C35B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

3002 

551 

0.18354 

0.007065 

D40E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

5146 

0.19961 

0.002489 

C25A2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

5174 

0.20070 

0.002495 

C25A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

5185 

0.20112 

0.002496 

C25A4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

5242 

0.20334 

0.002507 

C25B1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

5310 

0.20597 

0.002519 

C25B4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

5332 

0.20683 

0.002523 

C25B3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

5496 

0.21319 

0.002551 

C25B2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

25780 

5600 

0.21722 

0.002568 

C33C5_1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2170 

566 

0.26083 

0.009426 

C33C5_2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2170 

566 

0.26083 

0.009426 

C33C5_3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2170 

566 

0.26083 

0.009426 

C33E5_1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2170 

579 

0.26682 

0.009495 

C33E5_2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2170 

579 

0.26682 

0.009495 

C33E5_3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2170 

579 

0.26682 

0.009495 

C33B5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2170 

596 

0.27465 

0.009582 

C33B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2068 

574 

0.27756 

0.009847 

C33E1_1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2071 

576 

0.27813 

0.009846 

C33E1_2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2071 

576 

0.27813 

0.009846 

O 
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1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  TOTAL  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C33E1 

3 

C.  Resp . /^o^^lo3.d 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2071 

576 

0.27813 

0.00.9846 

D40H  " 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

25780 

7198 

0.27921 

0.002794 

C33C1 

1 

C.  Resp . 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

593 

0.28647 

0.009937 

C33C1' 

'2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

593 

. 0.28647 

0.009937 

C33Cl" 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

593 

0.28647 

0.009937 

C33Dl“ 

C.  Resip . /^lor'kload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2070 

602 

0.29082 

0.009982 

C33D5 

C.  Resip . /^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2167 

632 

0.29165 

0.009764 

C35C6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

2128 

634 

0.29793 

0.00'9914 

C33B2 

C.  Resip , /^lorRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

561 

0.32057 

0.011156 

C33E2 

1 

C.  Resp , /'^or'kload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1751 

565 

0.32267 

0.011172 

C33E2' 

’2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1751 

565 

0.32267 

0.011172 

C33E2' 

’3 

C.  Resp . /'^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1751 

565 

0.32267 

0.011172 

C33C2' 

’l 

C.  Resp , /'^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

565 

0.32286 

0.011177 

C33C2' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

565 

0.32286 

0.011177 

C33C2] 

’3 

C.  Resp . /^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

565 

0.32286 

0.011177 

C33D2' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1750 

595 

0.34000 

0.011324 

C33B3 

C.  Resp . /^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

530 

0.44500 

0.014400 

C33C3 

1 

C.  Resp . /^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

536 

0.45004 

0.014416 

C33C3“ 

’2 

C.  Resp . /^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

536 

0.45004 

0.014416 

C33C3' 

’3 

C.  Resp . /^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

536 

0.45004 

0.014416 

C33E4' 

'1 

C.  Resp . /^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

534 

0.45408 

0.014519 

C33E4' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

534 

0.45408 

0.014519 

C33E4' 

~3 

C.  Resp . /^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

534 

0.45408 

0.014519 

C33B4' 

C.  Resp . /^orRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

538 

0.45748 

0.014527 

C33E3 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

547 

0.45928 

0.014440 

C33E3' 

’2 

C . Resp , /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

547 

0.45928 

0.014440 

C33E3' 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1191 

547 

0.45928 

0.014440 

C33D4' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

541 

0.46003 

0.014534 

C33C4_ 

1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

547 

0.46514 

0.014545 

C33C4' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

547 

0.46514 

0.014545 

C33C4" 

'3 

C . Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1176 

547 

0.46514 

0.014545 

C33D3" 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1190 

560 

0.47059 

0.014469 

C35C5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1148 

549 

0.47822 

0.014743 

C31 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

13935 

9617 

0.69013 

0.003917 

C33E6 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

501 

0.71469 

0.017055 

C33E6' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

501 

0.71469 

0.017055 

C33E6' 

’3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

501 

0.71469 

0.017055 

C33D6' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

507 

0.72325 

0.016898 

C33C6_ 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

513 

0.73181 

0.016732 

C33C6' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

513 

0.73181 

0.016732 

C33C6' 

'3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

513 

0.73181 

0.016732 

C33B6' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

701 

519 

0.74037 

0.016559 

C32 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

13935 

10569 

0.75845 

0.003626 
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Item  Nonresponse  Rates:  SAQ  Respondents 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  Greater  Than  10  Percent  (SAQ) 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  for  SAQ  Respondents,  Sorted  by  Rate 
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1.  Faculty  Questionnaire;  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
rate  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

1 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

5 

0.000241 

0.000108 

lA 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

19628 

562 

0.028633 

0.001190 

2 

0 . Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

755 

0.036324 

0.001298 

3 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

204 

0.009815 

0.000684 

A4 

A . Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

14 

0.000674 

0.000180 

A4AA 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

5938 

330 

0.055574 

0.002973 

A4AB 

A . Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

5938 

322 

0.054227 

0.002939 

A4AC 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

5938 

328 

0.055237 

0.002965 

A4AD 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

5938 

337 

0.056753 

0.003003 

A4AE 

A . Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

5938 

337 

0.056753 

0.003003 

A4AF 

A . Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

5938 

335 

0.056416 

0.002994 

A5 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

746 

0.035891 

0.001290 

A6 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

866 

0.041665 

0.001386 

A7 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

124 

0.005966 

0.000534 

A7A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

7974 

421 

0.052797 

0.002504 

A8 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

12914 

569 

0.044061 

0.001806 

A9 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

117 

0.005629 

0.000519 

AlO 

A.  Employment  ^ 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

19837 

1077 

0.054292 

0.001609 

All  1 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All  2 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All  3 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All  4 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All  5 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All  6 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All_7 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

A12A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

135 

0.006495 

0.000557 

A13A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

190 

0.009141 

0.000660 

B14  1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

0.001339 

B14  2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

0.001339 

B14  3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

0.001339 

B14  4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

0.001339 

B14_5 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

0.001339 

B14  6 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

0.001339 

B15  1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  5 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  6 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  7 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  8 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  9 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

661 

.0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  10 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B16A1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20547 

16 

0.000779 

0.000195 

B16B1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20547 

240 

0.011681 

0.000750 

B16C1 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

20547 

38 

0.001849 

0.000300 

B16E1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

. Q20 

20547 

326 

0.015866 

0.000872 

B16A2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

18320 

33 

0.001801 

0.000313 

B16B2 

B . Prof . Background 

1;  Q1 

. Q20 

18320 

123 

.0.006714 

0.000603 

o 


,384 


ITEM 

B16C2 

B16E2 

B16A3 

B16B3 

B16C3 

B16E3 

B16A4 

B16B4 

B16C4 

B16E4 

B17 

B17A 

B18 

B18A 

B18B 

B18C 

B19A1A 

B19A1B 

B19A2 

B19A3 

B19A4 

B19B1A 

B19B1B 

B19B2 

B19B3 

B19B4 

B19C1A 

B19C1B 

B19C2 

B19C3 

B19C4 

B20A1 

B20A2 

B20A3 

B20A4 

B20A5 

B20A6 

B20A7 

B20A8 

B20A9 

B20A10 

B20A11 

B20A12 

B20A13 

B20A14 

B20B1 

B20B2 

B20B3 

B20B4 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  « number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  « NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  « standard  error  of  rate 


SECTION  THIRD 


B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

o 

CM 

O' 

• 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

18320 

79 

0.004312 

0.000484 

18320 

261 

0.014247 

0.000876 

10280 

35 

0.003405 

0.000575 

10280 

76 

0.007393 

0.000845 

10280 

83 

0.008074 

0.000883 

10280 

158 

0.015370 

0.001213 

2036 

26 

0.012770 

0.002488 

2036 

28 

0.013752 

0.002581 

2036 

44 

0.021611 

0.003223 

2036 

64 

0.031434 

0.003867 

20785 

210 

0.010103 

0.000694 

8115 

437 

0.053851 

0.002506 

8115 

476 

0.058657 

0.002608 

8115 

318 

0.039187 

0.002154 

8115 

415 

0.051140 

0.002445 

8115 

268 

0.033025 

0.001984 

14658 

183 

0.012485 

0.000917 

14658 

177 

0.012075 

0.000902 

14658 

112 

0.007641 

0.000719 

14658 

435 

0.029677 

0.001402 

14658 

312 

0.021285 

0.001192 

10187 

101 

0.009915 

0.000982 

10187 

98 

0.009620 

0.000967 

10187 

97 

0.009522 

0.000962 

10187 

282 

0.027682 

0.001625 

10187 

281 

0.027584 

0.001623 

6168 

91 

0.014754 

0.001535 

6168 

83 

0.013457 

0.001467 

6168 

56 

0.009079 

0.001208 

6168 

157 

0.025454 

0.002005 

6168 

148 

0.023995 

0.001949 

20785 

536 

0.025788 

0.001099 

20785 

539 

0.025932 

0.001102 

20785 

540 

0.025980 

0.001103 

20785 

543 

0.026125 

0.001106 

20785 

540 

0.025980 

0.001103 

20785 

540 

0.025980 

0.001103 

20785 

539 

0.025932 

0.001102 

20785 

539 

0.025932 

0.001102 

20785 

539 

0.025932 

0.001102 

20785 

543 

0.026125 

0.001106 

20785 

548 

0.026365 

0.001111 

20785 

542 

0.026076 

0.001105 

20785 

541 

0.026028 

0.001104 

20785 

540 

0.025980 

0.001103 

20785 

585 

0.028145 

0.001147 

20785 

589 

0.028338 

0.001151 

20785 

588 

0.028290 

0.001150 

20785 

588 

0.028290 

0.001150 

ITEM 

B20B5 

B20B6 

B20B7 

B20B8 

B20B9 

B20B10 

B20B11 

B20B12 

B20B13 

B20B14 

C21A1 

C21A2 

C21A3 

C21A4 

C21A5 

C21A6 

C21B1 

C21B2  . 

C21B3 

C21B4 

C21B5 

C21B6 

C22 

C22A 

C23A1B 

C23A2A 

C23A2B 

C23A2C 

C23A2D 

C23A2E 

C23A2F 

C23A2G 

C23A3 

C23A4 

C23B1B 

C23B2A 

C23B2B 

C23B2C 

C23B2D 

C23B2E 

C23B2F 

C23B2G 

C23B3 

C23B4 

C23C1B 

C23C2A 

C23C2B 

C23C2C 

C23C2D 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


SECTION  THIRD 


1 . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1 . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

S.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

Z.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40. 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

N 

NR. 

RATE 

STDERR 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

20785 

591 

0.028434 

0.001153 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

20785 

592 

0.028482 

0.001154 

20785 

592 

0.028482 

0.001154 

20785 

589 

0.028338 

0.001151 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

20785 

589 

0.028338 

0.001151 

20785 

613 

0.029492 

0.001173 

20785 

610 

0.029348 

0.001171 

20785 

612 

0.029444 

0.001173 

20785 

611 

0.029396 

0.001172 

20785 

617 

0.029685 

0.001177 

20785 

842 

0.040510 

0.001367 

20785 

858 

0.041280 

0.001380 

20785 

859 

0.041328 

0.001381 

20785 

858 

0.041280 

0.001380 

20785 

858 

0.041280 

0.001380 

20785 

858 

0.041280 

0.001380 

20785 

110 

0.005292 

0.000503 

18297 

27 

0.001476 

0.000284 

17557 

524 

0.029846 

0.001284 

17557 

376 

0.021416 

0.001093 

17557 

596 

0.033947 

0.001367 

17557 

339 

0.019309 

0.001039 

17557 

67 

0.003816 

0.000465 

17557 

108 

0.006151 

0.000590 

17557 

64 

0.003645 

0.00.0455 

17557 

1220 

0.069488 

0.001919 

17557 

306 

0.017429 

0.000988 

17557 

1547 

0.088113 

0.002139 

13105 

359 

0.027394 

0.001426 

13105 

292 

0.022282 

0.001289 

13105 

356 

0.027165 

0.001420 

13105 

281 

0.021442 

0.001265 

13105 

59 

0.004502 

0.000585 

13105 

83 

0.006333 

0.000693 

13105 

57 

0.004349 

0.000575 

13105 

1168 

0.089126 

0.002489 

13105 

227 

0.017322 

0.001140 

13105 

1134 

0.086532 

0.002456 

8603 

225 

0.026154 

0.001721 

8603 

225 

0.026154 

0.001721 

8603 

217 

0.025224 

0.001691 

8603 

233 

0.027084 

0.001750 

8603 

59 

0:006858 

0.000890 

3SG 


ITEM 

C23C2E 

C23C2F 

C23C2G 

C23C3 

C23C4 

C23D1B 

C23D2A 

C23D2B 

C23D2C 

C23D2D 

C23D2E 

C23D2F 

C23D2G 

C23D3 

C23D4 

C23E1B 

C23E2A 

C23E2B 

C23E2C 

C23E2D 

C23E2E 

C23E2F 

C23E2G 

C23E3 

C23E4 

C24 

C24A 

C24B 

C24C 

C24D 

C24E 

C24F 

C24G 

C24H 

C24I 

C24J 

C24K 

C25A1 

C25A2 

C25A3 

C25A4 

C25B1 

C25B2 

C25B3 

C25B4 

C26 

C27 

C28 

C29 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N « number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  *=  number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  « NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  *=  standard  error  of  rate 


SECTION 

C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp. /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C.  Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 
C . Resp . /Workload 


THIRD 


N 


NR 


RATE 


STDERR 


2. 

, Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

82 

0.00953 

0.001048 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

. 59 

0.00686 

0.000890 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

1015 

0.11798 

0.003478 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

182 

0.02116 

0.001551 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

765 

0.08892 

0.003069 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

146 

0.02933 

0.002392 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

174 

0.03496 

0.002604 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

153 

0.03074 

0.002447 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

192 

0.03858 

0.002730 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

65 

0.01306 

0.001609 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

77 

0.01547 

0.001749 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

65 

0.01306 

0.001609 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

698 

0.14025 

0.004922 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

140 

0.02813 

0.002344 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

483 

0.09705 

0.004196 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

104 

0.04565 

0.004373 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

125 

0.05487 

0.004771 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

119 

0.05224 

0.004662 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

126 

0.05531 

0.004789 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

67 

0.02941 

0.003540 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

79 

0.03468 

0.003834 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

67 

0.02941 

0.003540 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

365 

0.16023 

0.007686 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

95 

0.04170 

0.004188 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

259 

0.11370 

0.006651 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

17650 

677 

0.03836 

0.001446 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

461 

0.03071 

0.001408 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

471 

0.03138 

0.001423 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

460 

0.03065 

0.001407 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

477 

0.03178 

0.001432 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

456 

0.03038 

0.001401 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

465 

0.03098 

0.001414 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

465 

0.03098 

0.001414 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

466 

0.03105 

0.001416 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

478 

0.03185 

0.001433 

2. 

Q21 

Q40 

15009 

478 

0.03185 

0.001433 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

470 

0.03131 

0.001422 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2074 

0.09978 

0.002079 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2514 

0.12095 

0.002262 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2525 

0.12148 

0.002266 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2585 

0.12437 

0.002289 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2613 

0.12572 

0.002300 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2913 

0.14015 

0.002408 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2807 

0.13505 

0.002371 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2666 

0.12827 

0.002319 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

900 

0.04330 

0.001412 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1094 

0.05263 

0.001549 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

45 

0.00217 

0.000322 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

11420 

555 

0.04860 

0.002012 

3S7 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

C30 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

11420 

253 

0.02215 

C31 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

11420 

7883 

0.69028 

C32 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

11420 

8715 

0.76313 

C33A1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

3838 

456 

0.11881 

C33B1  . 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1747 

496 

0.28392 

C33C1  1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1748 

533 

0.30492 

C33C1  2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1748 

533 

0.30492 

C33C1_3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1748 

533 

0.30492 

C33D1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1748 

519 

0.29691 

C33E1  1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1749 

513 

0.29331 

C33E1  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1749 

513 

0.29331 

C33E1  3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1749 

513 

0.29331 

C33A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

3838 

459 

0.11959 

C33B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1444 

488 

0.33795 

C33C2  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1444 

500 

0.34626 

C33C2  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1444 

500 

0.34626 

C33C2_3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1444 

500 

0.34626 

C33D2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1445 

511 

0.35363 

C33E2  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1445 

504 

0.34879 

C33E2  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1445 

504 

0.34879 

C33E2  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1445 

504 

0.34879 

C33A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

3838 

459 

0.11959 

C33B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

997 

466 

0.46740 

C33C3  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

997 

474 

0.47543 

C33C3  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

997 

474 

0.47543 

C33C3  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

997 

474 

0.47543 

C33D3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

997 

483 

0.48445 

C33E3  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

997 

485 

0.48646 

C33E3  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

997 

485 

0.48646 

C33E3_3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

997 

485 

0.48646 

C33A4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

3838 

459 

0.11959 

C33B4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

992 

475 

0.47883 

C33C4_1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

992 

487 

0.49093 

C33C4  2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

992 

487 

0.49093 

C33C4_3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

992 

487 

0.49093 

C33D4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

992 

473 

0.47681 

C33E4  1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

992 

478 

0.48185 

C33E4  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

992 

478 

0.48185 

C33E4  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

992 

478 

0.48185 

C33A5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

3838 

460 

0.11985 

C33B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

524 

0.28665 

C33C5  1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

500 

0.27352 

C33C5  2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

500 

0.27352 

C33C5  3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

500 

0.27352 

C33D5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

537 

0.29376 

C33E5  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

515 

0.28173 

C33E5  2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

515 

0.28173 

C33E5  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

515 

0.28173 

C33A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

3838 

462 

0.12038 

388 


STDERR 

0.001377 

0.004327 

0.003978 

0.005223 

0.010788 

0.011011 

0.011011 

0.011011 

0.010928 

0.010886 

0.010886 

0.010886 

0.005238 

0.012448 

0.012520 

0.012520 

0.012520 

0.012577 

0.012537 

0.012537 

0.012537 

0.005238 

0.015801 

0.015816 

0.015816 

0.015816 

0.015828 

0.015829 

0.015829 

0.015829 

0.005238 

0.015861 

0.015872 

0.015872 

0.015872 

0.015858 

0.015865 

0.015865 

0.015865 

0.005243 

0.010576 

0.010426 

0.010426 

0.010426 

0.010653 

0.010521 

0.010521 

0.010521 

0.005252 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N «=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  =*  number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  «=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C33B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

_ 

Q40 

589 

458 

0.77759 

0.017135 

C33C6 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

454 

0.77080 

0.017319 

C33C6' 

'2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

454 

0.77080 

0.017319 

C33C6“ 

[3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

454 

0.77080 

0.017319 

C33D6 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

444 

0.75382 

0.017750 

C33E6 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

441 

0.74873 

0.017872 

C33E6 

’2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

441 

0.74873 

0.017872 

C33E6“ 

'3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

441 

0.74873 

0.017872 

C34A  “ 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1232 

0.05927 

0.001638 

C34B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1155 

0.05557 

0.001589 

C34C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1143 

0.05499 

0.001581 

C34D 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

923 

0.04441 

0.001429 

C34E 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1170 

0.05629 

0.001599 

C34F 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1330 

0.06399 

0.001698 

C34G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

932 

0.04484 

0.001435 

C34H 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

866 

0.04166 

0.001386 

C34I 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

848 

0.04080 

0.001372 

C34J 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1612 

0.07756 

0.001855 

C34K 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

868 

0.04176 

0.001388 

C34L 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

924 

0.04446 

0.001430 

C35A1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

884 

0.04253 

0.001400 

C35A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

901 

0.04335 

0.001413 

C35A3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

900 

0.04330 

0.001412 

C35A4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

907 

0.04364 

0.001417 

C35A5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

908 

0.04369 

0.001418 

C35A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

908 

0.04369 

0.001418 

C35B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8698 

531 

0.06105 

0.002567 

C35B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

7025 

577 

0.08214 

0.003276 

C35B3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

13563 

655 

0.04829 

0.001841 

C35B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8679 

631 

0.07270 

0.002787 

C35B5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2298 

541 

0.23542 

0.008850 

C35B6 

'C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8332 

612 

0.07345 

0.002858 

C35C1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3042 

521 

0.17127 

0.006831 

C35C2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

5843 

613 

0.10491 

0.004009 

C35C3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

10511 

740 

0.07040 

0.002495 

C35C4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4743 

720 

0.15180 

0.005210 

C35C5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

979 

543 

0.55465 

0.015884 

C35C6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1883 

627 

0.33298 

0.010861 

C36A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

679 

0.03267 

0.001233 

C36B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

673 

0.03238 

0.001228 

C36C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

658 

0.03166 

0.001214 

C36D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

665 

0.03199 

0.001221 

C37AA 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

763 

0.03671 

0.001304 

C37AB 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

207.85 

758 

0.03647 

0.001300 

C37AC 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

757 

0.03642 

0.001299 

C37AD 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

757 

0.03642 

0.001299 

C37AE 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

757 

0.03642 

0.001299 

C37AF 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

765 

0.03681 

0.001306 

C37BA 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2604 

0.12528 

0.002296 

ITEM 

C37BB 

C37BC 

C37BD 

C37BE 

C37BF 

C38 

D39A 

D39B 

D39C 

D39D 

D39E 

D39F 

D40A 

D40B 

D40C 

D40D 

D40E 

D40F 

D40G 

D40H 

D40I 

D41A 

D41B 

D41C 

D41D 

D41E 

D42 

D43A 

D43B 

D43C 

D43D 

D43E 

D43F 

D43G 

D43H 

D43I 

D43J 

D43K 

D43L 

D43M 

D43N 

D44 

D45 

D46 

E47A 

E47B 

E47C 

E47D 

E47E 


o 


1,  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates , 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 

SECTION  THIRD  N NR  RATE  STDERR 


C.  Resp 

. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp 

. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp 

. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C.  Resp 

. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D . Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D . Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D . Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D . Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D . Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D . Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D . Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D . Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D . Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D . Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D.  Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

D . Job 

Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

2608 

0.12548 

0.002298 

20785 

2611 

0.12562 

0.002299 

20785 

2605 

0.12533 

0.002297 

20785 

2610 

0.12557 

0.002298 

20785 

2606 

0.12538 

0.002297 

20785 

1517 

0.07299 

0.001804 

20785 

732 

0.03522 

0.001279 

20785 

907 

0.04364 

0.001417 

20785 

842 

0.04051 

0.001367 

20785 

928 

0.04465 

0.001433 

20785 

1302 

0.06264 

0.001681 

20785 

3658 

0.17599 

0.002641 

20785 

676 

0.03252 

0.001230 

20785 

962 

0.04628 

0.001457 

20785 

2259 

0.10868 

0.002159 

20785 

1286 

0.06187 

0.001671 

20785 

3774 

0.18157 

0.002674 

20785 

713 

0.03430 

0.001262 

20785 

1712 

0.08237 

0.001907 

20785 

5222 

0.25124 

0.003008 

20785 

574 

0.02762 

0.001137 

20785 

1929 

0.09281 

0.002013 

20785 

1423 

0.06846 

0.001752 

20785 

2132 

0.10257 

0.002104 

20785 

1928 

0.09276 

0.002012 

20785 

1699 

0.08174 

0.001900 

20785 

394 

0.01896 

0.000946 

20785 

633 

0.03045 

0.001192 

20785 

881 

0.04239 

0.001397. 

20785 

694 

0.03339 

0.001246 

20785 

811 

0.03902 

0.001343 

20785 

676 

0.03252 

0.001230 

20785 

861 

0.04142 

0.001382 

20785 

867 

0.04171 

0.001387 

20785 

823 

0.03960 

0.001353 

20785 

1848 

0.08891 

0.001974 

20785 

765 

0.03681 

0.001306 

20785 

2055 

0.09887 

0.002070 

20785 

915 

0.04402 

0.001423 

20785 

899 

0.04325 

0.001411 

20785 

895 

0.04306 

0:001408 

20785 

484 

0.02329 

0.001046 

20785 

762 

0.03666 

0.001304 

20785 

491 

0.02362 

0.001053 

20785 

1952 

0.09391 

0.002023 

20785 

4022 

0.19350 

0.002740 

20785 

1876 

0.09026 

0.001988 

20785 

1858 

0.08939. 

0.001979 

20785 

1850 

0.08901 

0.001975 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire : SAQ‘ RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  .Rates , 

By  Section  and  Third' of'  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  "eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  *=  number  of  item  nonresponses  . . 
RATE  = NR/N  «=  item  nonresponse . rate 
STDERR  “Standard  error' of  rate 


ERIC 


ITEM  SECTION 

E47F  E.  Compensation  3 

E47G  E.  Compensation  3 

E47H  E.  Compensation  3 

E47I  E.  Compensation  3 

E47J  E.  Compensation  3, 

E47K  E.  Compensation  3, 

E47L  E.  Compensation  3, 

E47M  E.  Compensation  3. 

E47N  E.  Compensation  3. 

E470  E.  Compensation  3. 

E47P1  E.  Compensation  3. 

E47P2  E.  Compensation  3. 

E47P3  E.  Compensation  3. 

E47P4  E.  Compensation  3. 

E47P5  E.  Compensation  3. 

E47P6  E.  Compensation  3. 

E47P7  E.  Compensation  3. 

E47P8  E.  Compensation  3. 

E47P9  E.  Compensation  3. 

E48  E.  Compensation  3. 

E49  E.  Compensation  3. 

E50  E.  Compensation  3. 

F51  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F52A  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F52B  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F53A  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F53AA  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F54  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F54AA  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F55  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F56A  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F56C  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F57A  F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 3 . 

F57C  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F58A  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F58B  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F59A  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F59B  F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 3 . 

F59C  F . Sociodem . Chars . 3 . 

F59D  F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 3 . 

F59E  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F59F  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F59G  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F60A  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F60B  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F60C  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F60D  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F60E  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

F60F  F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  3. 

BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


THIRD 

' N 

NR 

RATE' 

STDERR 

q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1851 

. 0.08905 

0.001976 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1865  ■ 

0.08973 

0.001982 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1860 

0.08949 

0.001980 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1862 

0.08958 

0.001981 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1861 

0.08954 

0.001980 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1859 

0.08944 

0.001979 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1868 

0.08987 

0.001984 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1862 

0.08958 

0.001981 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1867 

0.08982 

0.001983 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1861 

0.08954 

0.001980 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1865 

0.08973 

0.001982 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

904 

0.04349 

0.001415 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

2663 

0.12812 

0.002318 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1111 

0.05345 

0.001560 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

5 

0.00024 

0.000108 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

156 

0.00751 

0.000599 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

152 

0.00731 

0.000591 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

43 

0.00207 

0.000315 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

947 

57 

0.06019 

0.007729 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

19840 

29 

0.00146 

0.000271 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

970 

18 

0.01856 

0.004333 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

480 

0.02309 

0.001042 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

372 

0.01790 

0.000920 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

2518 

179 

0.07109 

. 0.005121 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

89 

0.00428 

0.000453 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

1114 

95 

0.08528 

0.008368 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

949 

0.04566 

0.001448 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

997 

0.04797 

0.001482 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

765 

0.03681 

0.001306 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

852 

0.04099 

0.001375 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1833 

0.08819 

0.001967 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785  . 

1621 

0.07799 

0.001860 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1215 

0.05846 

0.001627 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1580 

0.07602 

0.001838 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

696 

0.03349 

0.001248 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

776 

0.03733 

0.001315 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

843 

0.04056 

0.001368 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

801 

0.03854 

0.001335 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

736 

0.03541 

0.001282 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

768 

0.03695 

0.001308 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

805 

0.03873 

0.001338 

391 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N - number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  - number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  - NR/N  - item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  ••  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

F60G 

F. 

Sociodem. 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41  - 

Q60 

20785 

719 

0.034592 

0.001268 

F60H 

F. 

Sociodem. 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41  - 

Q60 

20785 

746 

0.035891 

0.001290 

F60I 

F. 

Sociodem. 

Chars . 

3. 

Q41  - 

Q6b 

20785 

745 

0.035843 

0.001289 

332 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Items  with  Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  .10 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C23C2G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

8603 

1015 

0.11798 

0.003478 

C23D2G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4977 

698 

0.14025 

0.004922 

C23E2G 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

2278 

365 

0.16023 

0.007686 

C23E4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

2278 

259 

0.11370 

0.006651 

C25A2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

20785 

2514 

0.12095 

0.002262 

C25A3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

20785 

2525 

0.12148 

■ 0.002266 

C25A4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

20785 

2585 

0.12437 

0.002289 

C25B1 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

20785 

2613 

0.12572 

0.002300 

C25B2 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

20785 

2913 

0.14015 

0.002408 

C25B3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q^O, 

20785 

2807 

0.13505 

0.002371 

C25B4 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

20785 

2666 

0.12827 

0.002319 

C31 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

11420 

7883’ 

0.69028 

0.004327 

C32 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

11420 

8715. 

0.76313 

0.003978 

C33A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

3838 

456 

0.11881 

0.005223 

C33B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1747 

496 

0.28392 

0.010788 

C33C1  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1748 

533 

0.30492 

0.011011 

C33C1  2 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1748 

533 

0.30492 

0.011011 

C33C1  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1748 

533 

0.30492 

0.011011 

C33D1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1748 

519 

0.29691 

0.010928 

C33E1  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1749 

513 

0.29331 

0.010886 

C33E1  2 

C.,  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1749 

513 

0.29331 

0.010886 

C33E1  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1749 

513 

0.29331 

0.010886 

C33A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

3838 

459 

0.11959 

0.005238 

C33B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1444 

488 

0.33795 

0.012448 

C33C2  1 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1444 

500 

0.34626 

0.012520 

C33C2  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2:  Q21 

- Q40 

1444 

500 

0.34626 

0.012520 

C33C2  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1444 

500 

0.34626 

0.012520 

C33D2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1445 

511 

0.35363 

0.012577 

C33E2  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1445 

504 

0.34879 

0.012537 

C33E2  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1445 

504 

0.34879 

0.012537 

C33E2  3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1445 

504 

0.34879 

0.012537 

C33A3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

3838 

459 

0.11959 

0.005238 

C33B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

997 

466 

0.46740 

0.015801 

C33C3  1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

997 

474 

0.47543 

0.015816 

C33C3  2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2 . Q21 

- Q40 

997 

474 

0.47543 

0.015816 

C33C3  3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

997 

474 

0.47543 

0.015816 

C33D3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

997 

483 

0.48445 

0.015828 

C33E3  1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

997 

485 

0.48646 

0.015829 

C33E3  2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

997 

485 

0.48646 

0.015829 

C33E3  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

997 

485 

0.48646 

0.015829 

C33A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

3838 

459 

0.11959 

0.005238 

C33B4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

992 

475 

0.47883 

0.015861 

C33C4  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

992 

487 

0.49093 

0.015872 

C33C4  2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

992 

487 

0.49093 

0.015872 

C33C4  3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

992 

487 

0.49093 

0.015872 

C33D4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

992 

473 

0.47681 

0.015858 

C33E4  1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

992 

478 

0.48185 

0.015865 

C33E4  2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

992 

478 

0.48185 

0.015865 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Items  with  Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  .10 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  - NR/N  - item  nonresponse  rate, 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

C33E4  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - ,Q40 

992 

478 

0.48185 

C33A5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

3838 

460 

0.11985 

C33B5 

C.  Resp . /\^or'kload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

524 

0.28665 

C33C5  1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828  . 

500 

0.27352 

C33C5_2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

500 

0.27352 

C33C5  3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

500 

0.27352 

C33D5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

537 

0.29376 

C33E5  1 

C.  Resp . /\JorRload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

515 

0.28173 

C33E5  2 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828  . 

515 

0.28173 

C33E5  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

1828 

515 

0.28173 

C33A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

3838 

462 

. 0.12038 

C33B6 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21  r Q40 

589 

458 

0.77759 

C33C6  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

589 

454 

0.77080 

C33C6_2 

. C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

589 

454 

0.77080 

C33C6  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

589 

454 

0.77080 

C33D6 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

589 

444 

0.75382 

C33E6  1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

.589 

441 

0.74873 

C33E6  2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

589 

441 

0.74873 

C33E6  3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

589  . 

441 

0.74873 

C35B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

2298 

541 

0.23542 

C35C1 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

3042 

521 

0.17127 

C35C2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

^ 5843 

613 

0.10491 

C35C4 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21. - Q40 

4743 

720 

0.15180 

C35C5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

979 

543 

0.55465 

C35C6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

.2.  Q21  - Q40 

1883 

‘627 

/ 0.33298 

C37BA 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

20785 

2604 

0.12528 

C37BB 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

20785 

2608 

0.12548 

C37BC 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

’ 20785 

2611 

0.12562 

C37BD 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

20785 

2605 

0.12533 

C37BE 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

20785 

2610 

0.12557 

C37BF 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

20785 

2606 

0.12538 

D39F 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

20785 

3658 

0.17599 

D40C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

20785 

2259 

0.10868 

D40E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

20785 

3774 

0.18157 

D40H 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - Q40 

, 20785 

,5222 

0.25124 

D41C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

20785 

2132 

0.10257 

E47B 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

20785 

4022 

0.19350 

E49 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - Q60 

20785 

2663 

0.12812 

O 

ERIC 


STDERR 

0.015865 

0.005243 

0.010576 

0.010426 

0.010426 

0.010426 

0.010653 

0.010521 

0.010521 

0.010521 

0.005252 

0.017135 

0.017319 

0.017319 

0.017319 

0.017750  . 

0.017872 

0.017872 

0.017872 

0.008850 

0.006831 

0.004009 

0.005210 

0.015884 

0.010861 

0.002296 

0.002298 

0.002299 

0.002297 

0.002298 

0.002297 

0.002641 

0.00.2159 

0.002674 

0.003008 

0.002104 

0.002740 

0.002318 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N «=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  « number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  “ NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  *=  standard  error  of  rate 


O 

ERIC 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

1 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

. 

Q20 

20785 

5 

0.000241 

0.000108 

F51 

F . Sociodem . Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

5 

0.000241 

0.000108 

A4 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

14 

0.000674 

0.000180 

B16A1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20547 

16 

0.000779 

0.000195 

F54 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

19840 

29 

0.001462 

0.000271 

C22A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

18297 

27 

0.001476 

0.000284 

B16A2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

18320 

33 

0.001801 

0.000313 

B16C1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20547 

38 

0.001849 

0.000300 

F53A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

43 

0.002069 

0.000315 

C28 

C . Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

45 

0.002165 

0.000322 

B16A3 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

10280 

35 

0.003405 

0.000575 

C23A2F 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

17557 

64 

0.003645 

0.000455 

C23A2D 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

17557 

67 

0.003816 

0.000465 

F57A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

89 

0.004282 

0.000453 

B16C2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

18320 

79 

0.004312 

0 . 000484 

C23B2F 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

13105 

57 

0.004349 

0.000575 

C23B2D 

C . Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

13105 

59 

0.004502 

0.000585 

C22 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

110 

0.005292 

0.000503 

A9 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

117 

0.005629 

0.000519 

A7 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

124 

0.005966 

0.000534 

C23A2E 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

17557 

108 

0.006151 

0.000590 

C23B2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

13105 

83 

0.006333 

0.000693 

A12A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

135 

0.006495 

0.000557 

B16B2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

18320 

123 

0.006714 

0.000603 

C23C2D 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

59 

0.006858 

0.000890 

C23C2F 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

59 

0.006858 

0.000890 

F52B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

152 

0.007313 

0.000591 

B16B3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  ■ 

- 

Q20 

10280 

76 

0.007393 

0.000845 

F52A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

156 

0.007505 

0.000599 

B19A2 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

14658 

112 

0.007641 

0.000719 

B16C3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

10280 

83 

0.008074 

0.000883 

B19C2 

B . Prof . Background 

1,.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

6168 

56 

0.009079 

0.001208 

A13A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

20785 

190 

0.009141 

0.000660 

B19B2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20  . 

10187 

97 

0.009522 

0.000962 

C23C2E 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

82 

0.009532 

0.001048 

B19B1B 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

10187 

98 

0.009620 

0.000967 

_3 

0.  Preface 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

20785 

204 

0.009815 

0.000684 

B19B1A 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

10187 

101 

0.009915 

0.000982 

B17 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

20785 

210 

0.010103 

0.000694 

B16B1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

20547 

240 

0.011681 

0.000750 

B19A1B 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

14658 

177 

0.012075 

0.000902 

B19A1A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

14658 

183 

0.012485 

0.000917 

B16A4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

2036 

26 

0.012770 

0.002488 

C23D2D 

C . Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

65 

0.013060 

0.001609 

C23D2F 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

65 

0.013060 

0.001609 

B19C1B 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

6168 

83 

0.013457 

0.001467 

B16B4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

2036 

28 

0.013752 

0.002581 

B16E2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

18320 

261 

0.014247 

0.000876 

B19C1A 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

6168 

91 

0.014754 

0.001535 

S95 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N «=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

B16E3 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

10280 

158 

0.015370 

0.001213 

C23D2E 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

77 

0.015471 

0.001749 

B16E1 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20547 

326 

0.015866 

0.000872 

C23B3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

13105 

227 

0.017322 

0.001140 

C23A3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

17557 

306 

0.017429 

0.000988 

F56A 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

372 

0.017898 

0.000920 

F54AA 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

970 

18 

0.018557 

0.004333 

D42 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

394 

0.018956 

0.000946 

C23A2C 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

17557 

339 

0.019309 

0.001039 

C23C3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

182 

0.021155 

0.001551 

B19A4 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

14658 

312 

0.021285 

0.001192 

C23A2A 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

17557 

376 

0.021416 

0.001093 

C23B2C 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

13105 

281 

0.021442 

0.001265 

B16C4 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

2036 

44 

0.021611 

0.003223 

C30 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

11420 

253 

0.022154 

0.001377 

C23B2A 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

13105 

292 

0.022282 

0.001289 

F55 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

480 

0.023094 

0.001042 

D44 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

484 

0.023286 

0.001046 

D46 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

491 

0.023623 

0.001053 

B19C4 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

6168 

148 

0.023995 

0.001949 

C23C2B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

217 

0.025224 

0.001691 

B19C3 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

6168 

157 

0.025454 

0.002005 

B20A1 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

536 

0.025788 

0.001099 

B20A2 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

539 

0.025932 

0.001102 

B20A7 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

539 

0.025932 

0.001102 

B20A8 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

539 

0.025932 

0.001102 

B20A9 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

539 

0.025932 

0.001102 

B20A3 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

540 

0.025980 

0.001103 

B20A5 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

540 

0.025980 

0.001103 

B20A6 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

540 

0.025980 

0.001103 

B20A14 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

540 

0.025980 

0.001103 

B20A13 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

541 

0.026028 

0.001104 

B20A12 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

542 

0.026076 

0.001105 

B20A4 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

543 

0.026125 

0.001106 

B20A10 

B. 

Prof . Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

543 

0.026125 

0.001106 

C23C1B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

225 

0.026154 

0.001721 

C23C2A 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

225 

0.026154 

0.001721 

B20A11 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

548 

0.026365 

0.001111 

C23C2C 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

233 

0.027084 

0.001750 

C23B2B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

13105 

356 

0.027165 

0.001420 

C23B1B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

13105 

359 

0.027394 

0.001426 

B19B4 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

10187 

281 

0.027584 

0.001623 

D40I 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

574 

0.027616 

0.001137 

B19B3 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

10187 

282 

0.027682 

0,001625 

C23D3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

140 

0.028129 

0.002344 

B20B1 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Ql 

- 

Q20 

20785 

585 

0.028145 

0.001147 

B20B3 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Ql 

- 

Q20 

20785 

588 

0.028290 

0.001150 

B20B4 

B. 

Prof . Background 

1. 

Ql 

- 

Q20 

20785 

588 

0.028290 

0.001150 

B20B2 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Ql 

- 

Q20 

20785 

589 

0.028338 

0.001151 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
’.By  Section,  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N « number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  =*  NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

B20B12 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

589 

0.028338 

0.001151 

C21A1 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

589 

0.028338 

0.001151 

B20B5 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

B20B7 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

B20B8 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

B20B9 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

B20B13 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

B20B14 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

590 

0.028386 

0.001152 

B20B6 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

591 

0.028434 

0.001153 

B20B10 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

592 

0.028482 

0.001154 

B20B11 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

592 

0.028482 

0.001154 

lA 

0. 

Preface 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

19628 

562 

0.028633 

0.001190 

C23D1B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

146 

0.029335 

0.002392 

C21A3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

610 

0.029348 

0.001171 

C21A5 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

611 

0.029396 

0.001172 

C23E2D 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

67 

0.029412 

0.003540 

C23E2F 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

67 

0.029412 

0.003540 

C21A4 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

612 

0.029444 

0.001173 

C21A2 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

613 

0.029492 

0.001173 

B19A3 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

14658 

435 

0.029677 

0.001402 

C21A6 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

617 

0.029685 

0.001177 

C23A1B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

17557 

524 

0.029846 

0.001284 

C24E 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

456 

0.030382 

0.001401 

D43A 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

633 

0.030455 

0.001192 

C24C 

C, 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

460 

0.030648 

0.001407 

C24A 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

461 

0.030715 

0.001408 

C23D2B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

153 

0.030741 

0.002447 

C24F 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

465 

0.030981 

0.001414 

C24G 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

465 

0.030981 

0.001414 

C24H 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

466 

0.031048 

0.001416 

C24K 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

470 

0.031315 

0.001422 

C24B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

471 

0.031381 

0.001423 

B16E4 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

2036 

64 

0.031434 

0.003867 

C36C 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

658 

0.031657 

0.001214 

C24D 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

477 

0.031781 

0.001432 

B15  1 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  2 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  3 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

i. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  4 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  5 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

i. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.00i217 

B15  6 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  7 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  8 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1; 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  9 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

B15  iO 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

1. 

Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

661 

0.031802 

0.001217 

C24I 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

478 

0.031848 

0.001433 

C24J 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

15009 

478 

0.031848 

0.001433 

C36D 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

665 

0.031994 

0.001221 

C36B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

673 

0.032379 

0.001228 

O 
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1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  *=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

D40A 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

D43E 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

C36A 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

B18C 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

D43C 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

F59G 

F. 

Sociodem . Chars . 

C23A2B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

D40F 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

F60G 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

C23E2E 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

C23D2A 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

D39A 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

F60D  ' 

F, 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

F60I 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

A5 

A. 

Employment 

F60H 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

_2 

0. 

Preface 

C37AC 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

C37AD 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

C37AE 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

C37AB 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

D45 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

C37AA 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

C37AF 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

D43J 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

F59A 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

F60E 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

F60A 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

C24 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

F60C 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars. 

C23D2C 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

F60F 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars . 

B14  1 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

B14  2 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

B14  3 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

B14  4 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

B14  5 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

B14_6 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

D43D 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

B18A 

B. 

Prof.  Background 

D43H 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

C21B1 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

D39C 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

F60B 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars . 

C34I 

*C. 

Resp . /Workload 

F59B 

F. 

Sociodem . Chars . 

C21B2 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

C21B4 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

C21B5 

O 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

2.  Q21 

. 

Q40 

20785 

676 

0.032523 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

676 

0.032523 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

679 

0.032668 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

8115 

268 

0.033025 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

694 

0.033389 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

696 

0.033486 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

17557 

596 

0.033947 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

713 

0.034304 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

719 

0.034592 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

79 

0.034680 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

174 

0.034961 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

732 

0.035218 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

736 

0.035410 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

745 

0.035843 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

746 

0.035891 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

746 

0.035891 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

755 

0.036324 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

757 

0.036420 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

757 

0.036420 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

757 

0.036420 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

758 

0.036469 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

762 

0.036661 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

763 

0.036709 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

765 

0.036805 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

765 

0.036805 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

765 

0.036805 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

768 

0.036950 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

776 

0.037335 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

17650 

677 

0.038357 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

801 

0.038537 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

192 

0.038577 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785  . 

805 

0.038730 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

806 

0.038778 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

811 

0.039019 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

8115 

318 

0.039187 

3.  Q41 

* 

Q60 

20785 

823 

0.039596 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

20785 

842 

0.040510 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

842 

0.040510 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

843 

0.040558 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

848 

0.040799 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

852 

0.040991 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

858 

0.041280 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

858 

0.041280 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

858 

0.041280 
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STDERR 

0.001230 

0.001230 

0.001233 

0.001984 

0.001246 

0.001248 

0.001367 

0.001262 

0.001268 

0.003834 

0.002604 

0.001279 

0.001282 

0.001289 

0.001290 

0.001290 

0.001298 

0.001299 

0.001299 

0.001299 

0.001300 

0.001304 

0.001304 

0.001306 

0.001306 

0.001306 

0.001308 

0.001315 

,0.001446 

0.001335 

0.002730 

0.001338 

0.001339 

0.001339 

0.001339 

0.001339 

0.001339 

0.001339 

0.001343 

0.002154 

0.001353 

0.001367 

0.001367 

0.001368 

0.001372 

0.001375 

0.001380 

0.001380 

0.001380 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  «=  number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C21B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

. 

Q40 

20785 

858 

0.04i280 

0.001380 

C21B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

859 

0.041328 

0.001381 

D43F 

D.  Job.  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

861 

0.041424 

0.001382 

A6 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

866 

0.041665 

0.001386 

C34H 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

866 

0.041665 

0.001386 

C23E3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

95 

0.041703 

0.004188 

D43G 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

867 

0.041713 

0.001387 

C34K 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

868 

0.041761 

0.001388 

D43B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

881 

0.042386 

0.001397 

C35A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

884 

0.042531 

0.001400 

D43N  . 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

89.5 

0.043060 

0.001408 

D43M 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

899 

0.043252 

0.001411 

C26 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

900 

0.043300 

0.001412 

C35A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

900 

0.043300 

0.001412 

C35A2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

901 

0.043349 

0.001413 

E48 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

904 

0.043493 

0.001415 

C35A4 

C.  Resp . /Vlor'kload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

907 

0.043637 

0.001417 

D39B 

D.  Job' Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

907 

0.043637 

0.001417 

C35A5 

C.  Resp . /VIorRload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

908 

0.043685 

0.0.01418 

C35A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

908 

0.043685 

0.001418 

D43L 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

915 

0.044022 

0.001423 

A8 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

12914 

569 

0.044061 

0.001806 

C34D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

923 

0.044407 

0.001429 

C34L 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

924 

0.044455 

0.001430 

D39D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

928 

0.044648 

0.001433 

C34G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

932 

0.044840 

0.001435 

C23E1B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

104 

0.045654 

0.004373 

F58A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

949 

0.045658 

0.001448 

D40B 

b.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785  . 

962 

0.046283 

0.001457 

All  1 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All  2 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All  3 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All  4 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All  5 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All  6 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

All  7 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

20785 

987 

0.047486 

0.001475 

F58B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

997 

0.047967 

0.001482 

C35B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

13563 

655 

0.048293 

0.001841 

C29 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

11420 

555 

0.048599 

0.002012 

B18B 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

8115 

415 

0.051140 

0.002445 

C23E2B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

119 

0.052239 

0.004662 

C27 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1094 

0.052634 

0.001549 

A7A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

> 

Q20 

7974 

421 

0.052797 

0.002504 

E50 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1111 

0.053452 

0.001560 

B17A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

8115 

437 

0.053851 

0.002506 

A4AB 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

5938 

322 

0.054227 

0.002939 

AlO 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

19837 

1077 

0.054292 

0.001609 

C23E2A 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

125 

0.054873 

0.004771 

C34C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1143 

0.054992 

0.001581 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 

ITEM  SECTION  THIRD  N NR  RATE  STDERR 


A4AC 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

C23E2C 

C.  Resp . 

2.  Q21 

C34B 

C.  Resp . 

2.  Q21 

A4AA 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

C34E 

C.  Re sp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

A4AF 

A . Employment 

1.  Q1 

A4AD 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

A4AE 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

F59E 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

B18 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

C34A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

F53AA 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

C35B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

D40D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

D39E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

C34F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

D41B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

C23A2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

C35C3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

F56C 

F . Sociodem . Chars . 

3.  Q41 

C35B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

C38 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

C35B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

F59F 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

C34J 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

F59D 

F . Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

D41E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

C35B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

D40G 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

F57C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

C23B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

C23A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

F59C 

F . Sociodem . Chars . 

3.  Q41 

D43I 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

C23C4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

E47E 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

E47F 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

C23B2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

E47D 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

E47K 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

E47H 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

E47J 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

E470 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

E47I 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

E47M 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

E47G 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

E47P9 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

E47N 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

^-/•7L 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q20 

5938 

328 

0.055237 

0.002965 

- 

Q40 

2278 

126 

0.055312 

0.004789 

• 

Q40 

20785 

1155 

0.055569 

0.001589 

- 

Q20 

5938 

330 

0.055574 

0.002973 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1170 

0.056291 

0.001599 

- 

Q20 

5938 

335 

0.056416 

0.002994 

- 

Q20 

5938 

337 

0.056753 

0.003003 

- 

Q20 

5938 

337 

0.056753 

0.003003 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1215 

0.058456 

0.001627 

- 

Q20 

8115 

476 

0.058657 

0.002608 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1232 

0.059274 

0.001638 

- 

Q60 

947 

57 

0.060190 

0.007729 

- 

Q40 

8698 

531 

0.061049 

0.002567 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1286 

0.061872 

0.001671 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1302 

0.062641 

0.001681 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1330 

0.063988 

0.001698 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1423 

0.068463 

- 0.001752 

- 

Q40 

17557 

1220 

0.069488 

0.001919 

- 

Q40 

10511 

740 

0.070402 

^ 0.002495 

- 

Q60 

2518 

179 

0.071088 

0.005121 

- 

Q40 

8679 

631 

0.072704 

0.002787 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1517 

0.072985 

0.001804 

- 

Q40 

8332 

612 

0.073452 

0.002858 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1580 

0.076016 

0.001838 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1612 

0.077556 

0.001855 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1621 

0.077989 

0.001860 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1699 

0.081742 

0.001900 

- 

Q40 

7025 

577 

0.082135 

0.003276 

- 

Q40 

20785 

1712 

0.082367 

0.001907 

- 

Q60 

1114 

95 

0.085278 

0.008368 

- 

Q40 

13105 

1134 

0.086532 

0.002456 

- 

Q40 

17557 

1547 

0.088113 

0.002139 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1833 

0.088189 

0.001967 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1848 

0.088910 

0.001974 

- 

Q40 

8603 

765 

0.088922 

0.003069 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1850 

0.089006 

0.001975 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1851 

0.089055 

0.001976 

- 

Q40 

13105 

1168 

0.089126 

0.002489 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1858 

0.089391 

0.001979 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1859 

0.089439 

0.001979 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1860 

0.089488 

0.001980 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1861 

0.089536 

0.001980 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1861 

0.089536 

0.001980 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1862 

0.089584 

0.001981 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1862 

0.089584 

0.001981 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1865 

0.089728 

0.001982 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1865 

0.089728 

0.001982 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1867 

0.089824 

0.001983 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1868 

0.089873 

0.001984 

400 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N «=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  *=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

E47C 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1876 

0.09026 

0.001988 

D41D 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1928 

0.09276 

0.002012 

D41A 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

19‘29 

0.09281 

0.002013 

E47A 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1952 

0.09391 

0.002023 

E47P1 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

E47P2 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

E47P3 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

E47P4 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785. 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

E47P5 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60' 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

E47P6 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

E47P7 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

E47P8  , 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

1993 

0.09589 

0.002042 

C23D4  ’ 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

483 

0.09705 

0.004196 

D43K 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

2055  ’ 

0.09887 

0.002070 

C25A1 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2074 

0.09978 

0.002079 

D41C 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

2132 

0.10257 

0.002104 

C35C2 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

5843 

613  ‘ 

0.10491 

0.004009 

D40C 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2259 

0.10868  ' 

0.002159 

C23E4 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

2’59 

0.11370 

0.006651 

C23C2G 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

8603 

1015 

0.11798 

0.003478 

C33A1 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3838 

456 

0.11881 

0.005223 

C33A2 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3838 

459 

0.11959 

0.005238 

C33A3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3838 

459 

0.11959 

0.005238 

C33A4 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3838 

459 

0.11959 

0.005238 

C33A5 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3838 

460 

0.11985 

0.005243 

C33A6 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3838 

462  ‘ 

0.12038 

0.005252 

C25A2 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2514 

0.12095 

0.002262 

C25A3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2525 

0.12148 

0.002266 

C25A4 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2585 

0.12437 

0.002289 

C37BA 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2604 

0.12528  . 

0.002296 

C37BD 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2605 

0.12533  ’ 

0.002297 

C37BF 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2606 

0.12538 

0.002297 

C37BB 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2608 

0.12548 

0.002298 

C37BE 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2610 

0.12557 

0.002298 

C37BC 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2611 

0;i2562 

0.002299 

C25B1 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2613 

0.12572 

0.002300 

E49 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

2663 

0.12812 

0.002318 

C25B4 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2666 

0.12827 

0.002319 

C25B3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2807 

0.13505 

0.002371 

C25B2 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

2913 

0.14015 

0.002408 

C23D2G 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4977 

698 

0.14025 

0.004922 

C35C4 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4743 

720 

0.15180 

0.005210 

C23E2G 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2278 

365 

0.16023' 

0.007686 

C35C1 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3042 

521 

0.17127 

0.006831 

D39F 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

3658 

0.17599 

0.002641 

D40E 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

3774 

0.18157 

0.002674 

E47B 

E. 

Compensation 

3. 

Q41 

- 

Q60 

20785 

4022 

0.19350 

0.002740 

C35B5 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2298 

541 

0.23542 

0.008850 

D40H 

D. 

Job  Satisfaction 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

20785 

5222 

0.25124 

0.003008 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C33C5 

1 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1828 

500 

0.27352 

0.010426 

C33C5' 

’2 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1828 

500 

0.27352 

0.010426 

C33C5' 

"3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1828 

500 

0.27352 

0.010426 

C33E5' 

'1 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1828 

515 

0.28173 

0.010521 

C33E5' 

’2 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1828 

515 

0.28173 

0.010521 

C33E5' 

’3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1828 

515 

0.28173 

0.010521 

C33B1' 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1747 

496 

0.28392 

0.010788 

C33B5 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1828 

524 

0.28665 

0.010576 

C33E1 

1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1749 

513 

0.29331 

0.010886 

C33E1' 

'2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1749 

513 

0.29331 

0.010886 

C33E1' 

’3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1749 

513 

0.29331 

0.010886 

C33D5' 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1828 

537 

0.29376 

0.010653 

C33D1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1748 

519 

0.29691 

0.010928 

C33C1_ 

1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1748 

533 

0.30492 

0.011011 

C33Cl' 

’2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1748 

533 

0.30492 

0.011011 

C33Cl“ 

'3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1748 

533 

0.30492 

0.011011 

C35C6' 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1883 

627 

0.33298 

0.010861 

C33B2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

q4o 

1444 

488 

0.33795 

0.012448 

C33C2 

1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1444 

500 

0.34626 

0.012520 

C33C2' 

’2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1444 

500 

0.34626 

0.012520 

C33C2' 

’3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1444 

500 

. 0.34626 

0.012520 

C33E2' 

'1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1445 

504 

0.34879 

0.012537 

C33E2' 

’2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1445 

504 

0.34879 

0.012537 

C33E2' 

’3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1445 

504 

0.34879 

0.012537 

C33D2' 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1445 

511 

0.35363 

0.012577 

C33B3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

997 

466 

0.46740 

0.015801 

C33C3 

1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

997 

474 

0.47543 

0.015816 

C33C3' 

’2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40, 

997 

474 

0.47543 

0.015816 

C33C3' 

’3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

997 

474 

0.47543 

0.015816 

C33D4' 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

992 

473 

0.47681 

. 0.015858 

C33B4 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

992 

475 

0.47883 

0.015861 

C33E4 

1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

992 

478 

0.48185 

0.015865 

C33E4' 

’2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

992 

478 

0.48185 

0.015865 

C33E4' 

’3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

992 

478 

0.48185 

0.015865 

C33D3' 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

997 

483 

0.48445 

0.015828 

C33E3 

1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

997 

485 

0.48646 

0.015829 

C33E3' 

’2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

997 

485 

0.48646 

0.015829 

C33E3“ 

’3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

997 

485 

0.48646 

0.015829 

C33C4' 

"1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

992 

487 

0.49093 

0.015872 

C33C4' 

’2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

992 

487 

0.49093 

0.015872 

C33C4' 

[3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

992 

487 

0.49093 

0.015872 

C35C5“ 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

979 

543 

0.55465 

0.015884 

C31 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

Q40 

11420 

7883 

0.69028 

0.004327 

C33E6 

1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

441 

0.74873 , 

0.017872 

C33E6' 

’2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

441 

0.74873 

0.017872 

C33E6“ 

]3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

441 

0.74873 

0.017872 

C33D6' 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

444 

0.75382 

0.017750 

C32 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

. Q21 

- 

Q40 

11420 

8715 

0.76313 

0.003978 

C33C6 

.1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

454 

0.77080 

0.017319 

O 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  SAQ  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N «=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  *=  NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C33C6_2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21  - 

Q40 

589 

454 

0.77080 

0.017319 

C33C6  3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21  - 

Q40 

589 

454 

0.77080 

0.017319 

C33B6 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21  - 

Q40 

589 

458 

0.77759 

, 0.017135 

O 
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Item  Nonresponse  Rates:  CATI  Respondents 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  Greater  Than  10  Percent  (CATI) 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  for  CATI  Respondents,  Sorted  by  Rate 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N *=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


O 

ERIC 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

1 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

2 

0.00040 

0.000283 

lA 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4703 

235 

0.04997 

0.003177 

2 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

74 

0.01481 

0.001709 

3 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

86 

0.01722 

0.001841 

A4 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

5 

0.00100 

0.000447 

A4AA 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1599 

218 

0.13634 

0.008581 

A4AB 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1599 

218 

0.13634 

0.008581 

A4AC 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

A4AD 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

A4AE 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

A4AF 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

A5 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

666 

0.13333 

0.004810 

A6 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

660 

0.13213 

0.004791 

A7 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

89 

0.01782 

0.001872 

A7A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1729 

91 

0.05263 

0.005370 

A8 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

3298 

420 

0.12735 

0.005805 

A9 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

26 

0.00521 

0.001018 

AlO 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4943 

697 

0.14101 

0.004950 

All  1 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.01381 

0.001651 

All  2 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.01381 

0.001651 

All  3 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.01381 

0.001651 

All  4 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.01381 

0.001651 

All  5 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.01381 

0.001651 

All  6 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.01381 

0.001651 

All_7 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.01381 

0.001651 

A12A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

27 

0.00541 

0.001037 

A13A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

34 

0.00681 

0.001163 

B14  1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

B14  2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

B14_3 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

B14  4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

B14  5 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

B14  6 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

B15  1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

388 

0.07768 

0.003787 

B15  2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

. 4995 

388 

0.07768 

0.003787 

B15  3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

388 

0.07768 

0.003787 

B15  4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

388 

0.07768 

0.003787 

B15  5 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

388 

0.07768 

0.003787 

B15  6 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

388 

0.07768 

0.003787 

B15  7 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

388 

0.07768 

0.003787 

B15  8 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

388 

0.07768 

0.003787 

B15  9 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

388 

0.07768 

0.003787 

B15  10 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

388 

0.07768 

0.003787 

B16A1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4907 

12 

0.00245 

0.000705 

B16B1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4907 

26 

0.00530 

0.001036 

B16C1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4907 

4 

0.00082 

0.000407 

B16E1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4907 

51 

. 0.01039 

0.001448 

B16A2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

3531 

2 

0.00057 

0.000400 

B16B2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

3531 

9 

0.00255 

0.000849 

405 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N « number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  « number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  « NR/N  «=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  « standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

B16C2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

3531 

4 

0.001133 

0.000566 

B16E2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

3531 

28 

0.007930 

0.001493 

B16A3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1777 

2 

0.001125 

0.000795 

B16B3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1777 

3 

0.001688 

0.000974 

B16C3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1777 

4 

0.002251 

0.001124 

B16E3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1777 

16 

0.009004 

0.002241 

B16A4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

332 

1 

0.003012 

0.003008 

B16B4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

332 

0 

0.000000 

0.000000 

B16C4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

332 

0 

0.000000 

0.000000 

B16E4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

332 

10 

0.030120 

0.009380 

B17 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

37 

0.007407 

0.001213 

B17A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

2044 

69 

0.033757 

0.003995 

B18 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

2044 

52 

0.025440 

0.003483 

B18A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

2044 

61 

0.029843 

0.003764 

Bi8B 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

2044 

55 

0.026908 

0.003579 

B18C 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

2044 

54 

0.026419 

0.003547 

B19A1A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

3275 

10 

0.003053 

0.000964 

B19A1B 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

3275 

5 

0.001527 

0.000682 

B19A2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

3275 

6 

0.001832 

0.000747 

B19A3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

3275 

16 

0.004885 

0.001218 

B19A4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

3275 

15 

0.004580 

0.001180 

B19B1A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1977 

8 

0.004047 

0.001428 

B19B1B 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1977 

6 

0.003035 

0.001237 

B19B2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1977 

2 

0.001012 

0.000715 

B19B3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1977 

6 

0.003035 

0.001237 

B19B4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1977 

4 

0.002023 

0.001011 

B19C1A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1145 

12 

0.010480 

0.003010 

B19C1B 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1145 

9 

0.007860 

0.002610 

B19C2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1145 

2 

0.001747 

0.001234 

B19C3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1145 

4 

0.003493 

0.001744 

B19C4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1145 

4 

0.003493 

0.001744 

B20A1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

121 

0.024224 

0.002175 

B20A2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20  . 

4995 

110 

0.022022 

0.002076 

B20A3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

104 

0.020821 

0.002020 

B20A4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

B20A5 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

108 

0.021622 

0.002058 

B20A6 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

B20A7 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

104 

0.020821 

0.002020 

B20A8 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

B20A9 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

105 

0.021021 

0.002030 

B20A10 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

109 

0.021822 

0.002067 

B20A11 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

111 

0.022222 

0.002086 

B20A12 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

B20A13 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

106 

0.021221 

0.002039 

B20A14 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

105 

0.021021 

0.002030 

B20B1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

121 

0.024224 

0.002175 

B20B2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

110 

0.022022 

0.002076 

B20B3 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

105 

0.021021 

0.002030 

B20B4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

108 

0.021622 

0.002058 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N - number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
rate  = NR/N  *=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE  ■ 

STDERR 

B20B5 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

109 

0.02182 

0.002067 

B20B6 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

108 

0.02162 

0.002058 

B20B7 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

105 

0.02102 

0.002030 

B20B8 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

108 

0.02162 

0.002058 

B20B9 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

106 

0.02122 

0.002039 

B20B10 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

110 

0.02202 

0.002076 

B20B11 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

112 

0.02242 

0.002095 

B20B12 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

108 

0.02162 

0.002058 

B20B13 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

107 

0.02142 

0.002049 

B20B14 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

106 

0.02122 

0.002039 

C21A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

. 141 

0.02823 

0.002343 

C21A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

108 

0.02162 

0.002058 

C21A3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

107 

0.02142  . 

0.002049 

C21A4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

109 

0.02182 

0.002067 

C21A5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

111 

0.02222 

0.002086 

C21A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

108 

0.02162 

0.002058 

C21B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

142 

0.02843 

0.002352 

C21B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

107 

0.02142 

0.002049 

C21B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

107 

0.02142 

0.002049 

C21B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

108 

0.02162 

0.002058 

C21B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

107 

0.02142 

0.002049 

C21B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

107 

0.02142 

0.002049 

C22 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

118 

0.02362 

0.002149 

C22A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4526 

4 

0.00088 

0.000442 

C23A1B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

23 

0.00544 

0.001131 

C23A2A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

70 

0.01656 

0.001963 

C23A2B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

180 

0.04258 

0.003106 

C23A2C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

66 

0.01561 

0.001907 

C23A2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

12 

0.00284 

0.000818 

C23A2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

33 

0.00781 

0. 001354 

C23A2F 

C.  Resp ; /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

11 

0.00260 

0.000784 

C23A2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

106 

0.02508 

0.002405 

C23A3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

62 

0.01467 

0.001849 

C23A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

575 

0.13603 

0.005273 

C23B1B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

11 

0.00364 

0.001097 

C23B2A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

41 

0.01358 

0.002106 

C23B2B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

93 

0.03080 

0.003145 

C23B2C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

r 

Q40 

3019 

39 

0.01292 

0.002055 

C23B2D 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

7 

0.00232 

0.000875 

C23B2E 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

20 

0.00662 

0.001476 

C23B2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

7 

0.00232 

0.000875 

C23B2G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

78 

0.02584 

0.002887 

C23B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

35 

0.01159 

0.001948 

C23B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

373 

0.12355 

0.005989 

C23C1B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

12 

0.00626 

0.001801 

C23C2A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

24 

0.01252 

0.002539 

C23C2B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

44 

0.02295 

0.003420 

C23C2C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

25 

0.01304 

0.002591 

C23C2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

8 

0.00417 

0.001472 

407 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  ~ item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  « standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C23C2E 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q4C 

1917 

20 

0.01043 

0.002321 

C23C2F 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

8 

0.00417 

0.001472 

C23C2G 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

56 

0.02921 

0.003846 

C23C3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

30 

0.01565 

0.002835 

C23C4 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

235 

0.12259 

0.007491 

C23D1B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

10 

0.00965 

0.003038 

C23D2A 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

12 

0.01158 

0.003324 

C23D2B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

23 

0.02220 

0.004578 

C23D2C 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

20 

0.01931 

0.004275 

C23D2D 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

7 

0.00676 

0.002545 

C23D2E 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

12 

0.01158 

0.003324 

C23D2F 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

7 

0.00676 

0.002545 

C23D2G 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

40 

0.03861 

0.005986 

C23D3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

18 

0.01737 

0.004059 

C23D4 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

120 

0.11583 

0.009943 

C23E1B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

8 

0.01806 

0.006327 

C23E2A 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

11 

0.02483 

0.007393 

C23E2B 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

11 

0.02483 

0.007393 

C23E2C 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

13 

0.02935 

0.008019 

C23E2D 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

6 

0.01354 

0.005492 

C23E2E 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

9 

0.02032 

0.006703 

C23E2F 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

6 

0.01354 

0.005492 

C23E2G 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

24 

0.05418 

0.010755 

C23E3 

C. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

12 

0.02709 

0.007713 

C23E4 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

54 

0.12190 

0.015544 

C24 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4344 

570 

0.13122 

0.005123 

C24A 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

264 

0.07686 

0.004545 

C24B 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435' 

264 

0.07686 

0.004545 

C24C 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

264 

0.07686 

0.004545 

C24D 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

264 

0.07686 

0.004545 

C24E 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

264 

0.07686 

0.004545 

C24F 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

265 

0.07715 

0.004553 

C24G 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

265 

0.07715 

0.004553 

C24H 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

265 

0.07715 

0.004553 

C24I 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

265 

0.07715 

0.004553 

C24J 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

268 

0.07802 

0.004576 

C24K 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

268 

0.07802 

0.004576 

C25A1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2654 

0.53133 

0.007061 

C25A2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2660 

0.53253 

0.007060 

C25A3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2660 

0.53253 

0.007060 

C25A4 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2657 

0.53193 

0.007060 

C25B1 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2697 

0.53994 

0.007052 

C25B2 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2687 

0.53794 

0.007054 

C25B3 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2689 

0.53834 

0.007054 

C25B4 

c. 

Resp ./Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2666 

0.53373 

0.007058 

C26 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

419 

0.08388 

0.003922 

C27 

c. 

Resp. /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

497 

0.09950 

0.004235 

C28 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

12 

0.00240 

0.000693 

C29 

c. 

Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21 

- 

Q40 

2515 

22 

0.00875 

0.001857 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  *=  number  of  item  nonresponses' 

RATE  -=  NR/N  -=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

• N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C30 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2515 

22 

0.00875 

0.001857 

C31 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2515 

1734 

0.68946 

0.009227 

C32 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2515 

1854 

0.73718 

0.008777 

C33A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

845 

125 

0.14793 

0.012213 

C33B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

321 

78 

0.24299 

0.023938 

C33C1 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

60 

0.18634 

0.021699 

C33C1 

’2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

60 

0.18634 

0.021699 

C33C1 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

60 

0.18634 

0.021699 

C33D1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

83 

0.25776 

0.024376 

C33E1 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

63 

0.19565 

0.022107 

C33E1 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

63 

0.19565 

0.022107 

C33E1 

^3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

63 

0.19565 

0.022107 

C33A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

73 

0.23856 

0.024364 

C33C2 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

65 

0.21242 

0.023382 

C33C2' 

'2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

65 

0.21242 

0.023382 

C33C2' 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

65 

0.21242 

0.023382 

C33D2' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

305 

84 

0.27541 

0.025579 

C33E2 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2..  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

61 

0.19935 

0.022838 

C33E2 

'2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

61 

0.19935 

0.022838 

C33E2" 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

61  . 

' 0.19935 

0.022838 

C33A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40. 

^ 846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

64 

•0.32990 

0.033757 

C33C3 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

. 194 

62 

■ 0.31959 

0.033480 

C33C3" 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

194 

62 

. 0.31959 

0.033480 

C33C3" 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33D3' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

193 

77 

0.39896 

0:035248 

C33E3 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33E3" 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33E3] 

’3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33A4" 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

63 

0.34239 

0.034981 

C33C4_ 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

60 

0.32609 

0.034559 

C33C4] 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

60 

0.32609  . 

0.034559 

C33C4" 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

60 

0.32609 

0.034559 

C33D4" 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

68 

0.36957 

0.035584 

C33E4 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

56 

0.30435 

0.033921 

C33E4" 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

56 

0.30435 

0.033921 

C33E4” 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

56 

0.30435 

0.033921 

C33A5” 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

72 

0.21053 

0.022045 

C33C5 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

.342 

66 

0.19298 

0.021340 

C33C5” 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

66 

0.19298 

0.021340 

C33C5” 

’3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

66 

0.19298 

0.021340 

C33D5” 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

339 

95 

0.28024 

0.024393 

C33E5 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

64 

0.18713 

0.021090 

C33E5” 

"2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

64 

0.18713 

0.021090 

C33E5’ 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

64  . 

0.18713 

0.021090 

C33A6' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

844 

125 

0.14810 

0.012227 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C33B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

112 

61 

0.54464 

0.047057 

C33C6 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

59 

0.52679 

0.047178 

C33C6' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

59 

0.52679 

0.047178 

C33C6' 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

59 

0.52679 

0.047178 

C33D6" 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

63 

0.56250 

0.046875 

C33E6 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

60 

0.53571 

0.047125 

C33E6' 

’2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

60 

0.53571 

0.047125 

C33E6' 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

60 

0.53571 

0.047125 

C34A  ' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

636 

0.12733 

0.004716 

C34B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

622 

0.12452 

0.004672 

C34C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

630 

0.12613 

0.004697 

C34D 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

547 

0.10951 

0.004418 

C34E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

806 

0.16136 

0.005205 

C34F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

1043 

0.20881 

0.005751 

C34G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

523 

0.10470 

0.004332 

C34H 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

434 

0.08689 

0.003985 

C34I 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

455 

0.09109 

0.004071 

C34J 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

734 

0.14695 

0.005010 

C34K 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

450 

0.09009 

0.004051 

C34L 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

485 

0.09710 

0.004189 

C35A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

392 

0.07848 

0.003805 

C35A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21. 

- 

Q40 

4995 

392 

0.07848 

0.003805 

C35A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

393 

0.07868 

0.003809 

C35A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

392 

0.07848 

0.003805 

C35A5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

394 

0.07888 

0.003814 

C35A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

392 

0.07848 

0.003805 

C35B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1910 

9 

0.00471 

0.001567 

C35B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1865 

4 

0.00214 

0.001071 

C35B3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2610 

7 

0.00268 

0.001012 

C35B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1824 

10 

0.00548 

0.001729 

C35B5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

704 

10 

0.01420 

0.004460 

C35B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1491 

7 

0.00469 

0.001770 

C35C1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

3 

0.00509 

0.002933 

C35C2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1432 

5 

0.00349 

0.001559 

C35C3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

, 1941 

6 

0.00309 

0.001260 

C35C4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

864 

8 

0.00926 

0.003258 

C35C5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

169 

6 

0.03550 

0.014234 

C35C6 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

245 

7 

0.02857 

0.010644 

C36A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

,4995 

75 

0.01502 

0.001721 

C36B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

70 

0.01401 

0.001663 

C36C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

63 

0.01261 

0.001579 

C36D 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

65 

0.01301 

0.001604 

C37AA 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

101 

0.02022 

0.001992 

C37AB 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

101 

0.02022 

0.001992 

C37AC 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

101 

0.02022 

0.001992 

C37AD 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

100 

0.02002 

0.001982 

C37AE 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

101 

0.02022 

0.001992 

C37AF 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

* 

Q40 

4995 

103 

0.02062 

0.002011 

C37BA 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

116 

0.02322 

0.002131 

1 . Faculty  Questionnaire : CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N •=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
rate  = NR/N  ==  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C37BB 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

114 

0.02282 

0.002113 

C37BC 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

114 

0.02282 

0.002113 

C37BD 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

113 

0.02262 

0.002104 

C37BE 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

115 

0.02302 

0.002122 

C37BF 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

114 

0.02282 

0.002113 

C38 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

1076 

0.21542 

0.005817 

D39A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

385 

0.07708 

0.003774 

D39B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

389 

0.07788 

0.003792 

D39C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

371 

0.07427 

0.003710 

D39D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

377 

0.07548 

0.003738 

D39E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

379 

0.07588 

0.003747 

D39F 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

382 

0.07648 

0.003760 

D40A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

751 

0.15035 

0.005057 

D40B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

867 

0.17357 

0.005359 

D40C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

1260 

0.25225 

0.006145 

D40D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

890 

0.17818 

0.005414 

D40E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

1372 

0.27467 

0.006316 

D40F 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

732 

0.14655 

0.005004 

D40G 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

. 1214 

0.24304 

0.006069 

D40H 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

1976 

0.39560 

0.006919 

D40I 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

125 

0.02503 

0.002210 

D41A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

224 

0 . 04484 

0.002928 

D41B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

251 

0.05025 

0.003091 

D41C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

226 

0.04525 

0.002941 

D41D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

244 

0.04885 

0.003050 

D41E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41'  - 

Q60 

4995 

195 

0.03904 

0.002741 

D42 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

126 

0.02523 

0.002219 

D43A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

258 

0.05165 

0.003132 

D43B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

309 

0.06186 

0.003409 

D43C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

253 

0.05065 

0.003103 

D43D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

266 

0.05325 

0.003177 

D43E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

259 

0.05185 

0.003137 

D43F 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

420 

0.08408 

0.003927 

D43G 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

396 

0.07928 

0.003823 

D43H 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

312 

0.06246 

0.003424 

D43I 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

1091 

0.21842 

0.005846 

D43J 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

271 

0.05425 

0.003205 

D43K 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

1325 

0.26527 

0.006247 

D43L 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

341 

0.06827 

0.003569 

D43M 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

385 

0.07708 

0.003774 

D43N 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

284 

0.05686 

0.003277 

D44 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

300 

0.06006 

0.003362 

D45 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

575 

0.11512 

0.004516 

D46 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

128 

0.02563 

0.002236 

E47A 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

• Q60 

4995 

435 

0.08709 

0.003990 

E47B 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  - 

• Q60 

4995 

595 

0.11912 

0.004583 

E47C 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  . 

. Q60 

4995 

370 

0.07407 

0.003706 

E47D 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  • 

• Q60 

4995 

361 

0.07227 

0 . 003664 

E47E 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41  • 

. Q60 

4995 

349 

0.06987 

0.003607 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N *=  number^  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 


STDERR  «= 

ITEM  SECTION 


E47F 

E . Compensation 

3 

E47G 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E47H 

E . Compensation 

3 

E47I 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E47J 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E47K 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E47L 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E47M 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E47N 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E470 

E . Compensation 

3 

E47P1 

E . Compensation 

3 

E47P2 

E . Compensation 

3 

E47P3 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E47P4 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E47P5 

E . Compensation 

3 

E47P6 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E47P7 

E . Compensation 

3 

E47P8 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E47P9 

E . Compensation 

3 

E48 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E49 

E.  Compensation 

3 

E50 

E . Compensation 

3 

F51 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3, 

F52A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3, 

F52B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F53A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F53AA 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F54 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F54AA 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F55 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F56A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F56C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F57A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

F57C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

F58A 

F . Sociodem . Chars . 

3. 

F58B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

F59A 

F . Sociodem . Chars . 

3. 

F59B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

F59C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F59D 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F59E 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

F59F 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F59G 

F.  Sociodem.  Chairs . 

3. 

F60A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

F60B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

F60C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

F60D 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3. 

F60E 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

F60F 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

O 


standard  error  of  rate 


THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

354 

0.07087 

0.003631 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

359 

0.07187 

0.003654 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

352 

0.07047 

0.003621 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

358 

0.07167 

0.003650 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

355 

0.07107 

0.003636 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

354 

0.07087 

0.003631 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

352 

0.07047 

0.003621 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

356 

0.07127 

0.003640 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

359 

0.07187 

0.003654 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

345 

0.06907 

0.003588 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

133 

0.02663 

0.002278 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

113 

0.02262 

0.002104 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

765 

0.15315 

0.005096 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

134 

0.02683 

0.002286 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

5 

0.00100 

0.000447 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

102 

0.02042 

0.002001 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

125 

0.02503 

0.002210 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

45 

0.00901 

0.001337 

Q41  - Q60 

277 

6 

0.02166 

0.008747 

Q41  - Q60 

4718 

34 

0.00721 

0.001231 

Q41  - Q60 

256 

4 

0.01563 

0.007751 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

117 

0.02342 

0.002140 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

85 

0.01702 

0.001830 

Q41  - Q60 

744 

17 

0.02285 

0.005478 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

59 

0.01181 

0.001529 

Q41  - Q60 

346 

29 

0.08382 

0.014898 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

732 

0.14655 

0.005004 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

730 

0.14615 

0.004998 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

764 

0.15295 

0.005093 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

803 

0.16076 

0.005197 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

1279 

0.25606 

0.006175 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

1116 

0.22342 

0.005894 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

970 

0.19419 

0.005597 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

1103 

0.22082 

0.005869 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

302 

0.06046 

0.003372 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

823 

0.16476 

0.005249 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

876 

0.17538 

0.005381 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

796 

0.15936 

0.005179 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

769 

0.15395 

0.005107 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

881 

0.17638 

0.005393 

Q41  - Q60 

4995 

817 

0.16356 

0.005233 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire;  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
rate  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  irate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

F60G 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

296 

0.05926 

F60H 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars . . 

3. 

Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

751 

0.15035 

F60I 

F. 

Sociodem.  Chars . 

3. 

Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

670 

0.13413 

O 


ERIC 


STDERR 

0.003341 

0.005057 

0.004822 


413 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Items  with  Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  . 10 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N « number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  « item  nonre  sponse  rate 
STDERR  «=  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

A4AA 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

• Q20 

1599 

218 

0.13634 

0.008581 

A4AB 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

Q20 

1599 

218 

0.13634 

0.008581 

A4AC 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

Q20 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

A4AD 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

Q20 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

A4AE 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

A4AF 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

A5 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20  ' 

4995 

666 

0.13333 

0.004810 

A6 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

660 

0.13213 

0.004791 

A8 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

3298 

420 

0.12735 

0 . 005805 

AlO 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4943 

697 

0.14101 

0.004950 

C23A4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

575 

0.13603 

0 . 005273 

C23B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

373 

0.12355 

0 . 005989 

C23C4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

235 

0.12259 

. 0.007491 

C23D4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

120 

0.11583 

0 . 009943 

C23E4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

. 54 

0.12190 

0.015544 

C24 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

4344 

570 

0.13122 

0 . 005123 

C25A1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2654 

0.53133 

0.007061 

C25A2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40  . 

4995 

2660 

0.53253 

0.007060 

C25A3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

q4o 

4995 

2660 

0.53253 

0 . 007060 

C25A4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

'4995 

2657 

0.53193 

0.007060 

C25B1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

■- 

Q40 

4995 

2697  . 

0.53994 

0 . 007052 

C25B2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2687 

0.53794 

0 . 007054 

C25B3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

■- 

Q40 

4995 

2689 

0.53834 

0.007054 

C25B4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2666 

0.53373 

0 . 007058 

C31 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

*- 

Q40 

2515 

1734 

0.68946 

0.009227 

C32 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40  , 

2515 

1854 

0.73718 

0 . 008777 

C33A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

845 

125 

0.14793 

0 . 012213 

C33B1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q2i 

- 

Q40 

321 

78 

0.24299 

0.023938 

C33C1_ 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

60 

0.18634 

0 . 021699 

C33cr 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

60 

0.18634 

0.021699 

C33C1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40  ' 

* 322 

60 

0.18634 

b . 021699 

C33Dl" 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

83 

0.25776 

0.024376 

C33E1_ 

1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

63 

0.19565 

0 . 022107 

C33E1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

63 

0.19565 

0.022107 

C33E1^ 

*3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

63 

0.19565 

0.022107 

C33A2~ 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33B2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2 . ;Q21 

Q40 

306 

73 

0.23856 

0.024364 

C33C2_ 

1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q4d 

306 

65 

0.21242 

0.023382 

C33C2~ 

2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

65 

0.21242 

0.023382 

C33C2_ 

3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

65 

0.21242 

0.023382 

C33D2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21. 

- 

Q40- 

305 

84 

0.27541 

0.025579 

C33E2_ 

1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

61 

0.19935 

0.022838 

C33E2_ 

2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

61 

0.19935 

0.022838 

C33E2_ 

3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

61 

0.19935 

0.022838 

C33A3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33B3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

64 

0.32990 

0.033757 

C33C3_ 

1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33C3_ 

2 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Items  with  Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  .10 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N « number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  ==  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM, 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C33C3 

_3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33D3' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

193 

77 

0.39896 

0.035248 

C33E3 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33E3” 

'2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

62. 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33E3^ 

'3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33A4'’ 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

63 

0.34239 

0.034981 

C33C4^ 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

60 

0.32609 

0.034559 

C33C4' 

'2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

60 

0.32609 

0.034559 

C33C4' 

'3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

60 

0.32609 

0.034559 

C33D4" 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

68 

0.36957 

0.035584 

C33E4_ 

1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

56 

0.30435 

0.033921 

C33E4’ 

'2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q2-1 

- 

Q40 

184 

56 

0.30435 

0.033921 

C33E4' 

]3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

.2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

184 

56 

0.30435 

0.033921 

C33A5" 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33B5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

72 

0.21053 

0.022045 

C33C5 

1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

66 

0.19298 

0.021340 

C33C5' 

'2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

66 

0.19298 

0.021340 

C33C5" 

]3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

66 

0.19298 

0.021340 

C33D5" 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

339 

95 

0.28024 

0.024393 

C33E5 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

64 

0.18713 

0.021090 

C33E5" 

"2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

64 

0.18713 

0.021090 

C33E5' 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

64 

0.18713 

0.021090 

C33A6' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

844 

125 

0.14810 

0.012227 

C33B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

61 

0.54464 

0.047057 

C33C6_ 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

59 

0.52679 

0.047178 

C33C6' 

'2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

59 

0.52679 

0.047178 

C33C6' 

’3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

59 

0.52679 

0.047178 

C33D6' 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

63 

0.56250 

0.046875 

C33E6 

1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

60 

0.53571 

0.047125 

C33E6' 

'2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

60 

0.53571 

0.047125 

C33E6' 

"3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

112 

60 

0.53571 

0.047125 

C34A-' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

,2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

636. 

0.12733 

0.004716 

C34B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

622 

0.12452 

0.004672 

C34C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

630 

0.12613 

0.004697 

C34D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

547 

0.10951 

0.004418 

C34E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

806 

0.16136 

0.005205 

C34F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

1043 

0.20881 

0.005751 

C34G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

523 

0.10470 

0.004332 

C34J 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

734 

0.14695 

0.005010 

C38 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

1076 

0.21542 

0.005817 

D40A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

■ 2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

751 

0.15035 

0.005057 

D40B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

867 

0.17357 

0.005359 

D40C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

1260 

0.25225 

0.006145 

D40D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

890 

0.17818 

0.005414 

D40E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

1372 

0.27467 

0.006316 

D40F 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

732 

0.14655 

0.005004 

D40G 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

1214 

0.24304 

0.006069 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Items  with  Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  . 10 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  ==  number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 


ITEM 

SECTIO 

D40H 

D. 

Job  Satis 

D43I 

D. 

Job  Satis 

D43K 

D. 

Job  Satis 

D45 

D. 

Job  Satis 

E47B 

E. 

Compensat 

E49 

E. 

Compensat 

F58A 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F58B 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F59A 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F59B 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F59C 

F. 

Sociodem. 

F59D 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F59E 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F59F 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F60A 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F60B 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F60C 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F60D 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F60E 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F60F 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F60H 

F. 

Sociodem . 

F60I 

F. 

Sociodem . 

STDERR  ■=  standard  error  of 

N THIRD  N 

faction  2.  Q21  - Q40  4995 

faction  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

faction  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

faction  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

ion  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

ion  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3,  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 

Chars.  3.  Q41  - Q60  4995 


rate 


NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

1976 

0.39560 

0.006919 

1091 

0.21842 

0.005846 

1325 

0.26527 

0.006247 

575 

0.11512 

0.004516 

595 

0.11912 

0.004583 

765 

0.15315 

0.005096 

732 

0.14655 

0.005004 

730 

0.14615 

0.004998 

764 

0.15295 

0.005093 

803 

0.16076 

0.005197 

1279 

0.25606 

0.006175 

1116 

0.22342 

0.005894 

970 

0.19419 

0.005597 

1103 

0.22082 

0.005869 

823 

0.16476 

0.005249 

876 

0.17538 

0.005381 

796 

0.15936 

0.005179 

769 

0.15395 

0.005107 

881 

0.17638 

0.005393 

817 

0.16356 

0.005233 

751 

0.15035 

0.005057 

670 

0.13413 

0.004822 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

B16B4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

332 

0 

.0000000 

0.000000 

B16C4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

332 

0 

.0000000 

0.000000 

1 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

2 

.0004004 

0.000283 

B16A2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

3531 

2 

.0005664 

0.000400 

B16C1 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4907 

4 

.0008152 

0.000407 

C22A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4526 

4 

.0008838 

0.000442 

A4 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

5 

.0010010 

0.000447 

F51 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

5 

.0010010 

0.000447 

B19B2 

B . Prof . Background 

.1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1977 

2 

.0010116 

0.000715 

B16A3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1777 

2 

.0011255 

0.000795 

B16C2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

3531 

4 

.0011328 

0.000566 

B19A1B 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

3275 

5 

.0015267 

0.000682 

B16B3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1777 

3 

.0016882 

0.000974 

B19C2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1145 

2 

.0017467 

0.001234 

B19A2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

3275 

6 

.0018321 

0.000747 

B19B4 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql. 

- 

Q20 

1977 

4 

.0020233 

• 0.001011 

C35B2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1865 

4 

.0021448 

0.001071 

B16C3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

1777 

4 

.0022510 

0.001124 

C23B2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

7 

.0023186 

0.000875 

C23B2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

7 

.0023186 

0.000875 

C28 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

12 

.0024024 

0.000693 

B16A1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

4907 

12 

.0024455 

0.000705 

B16B2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

3531 

9 

.0025489 

0.000849 

C23A2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

11 

.0026023 

0.000784 

C35B3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

2610 

7 

.0026820 

0.001012 

C23A2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

4227 

12 

.0028389 

0.000818 

B16A4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

332 

1 

.0030120 

0.003008 

B19B1B 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

1977 

6 

.0030349 

0.001237 

B19B3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

1977 

6 

.0030349 

0.001237 

B19A1A 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

3275 

10 

.0030534 

0.000964 

C35C3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1941 

6 

.0030912 

0.001260 

C35C2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1432 

5 

.0034916 

0.001559 

B19C3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

1145 

4 

.0034934 

0.001744 

B19C4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

1145 

4 

.0034934 

0.001744 

C23B1B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

11 

.0036436 

0.001097 

B19B1A 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

1977 

8 

.0040465 

0.001428 

C23C2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

8 

.0041732 

0.001472 

C23C2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

8 

.0041732 

0.001472 

B19A4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

3275 

15 

.0045802 

0.001180 

C35B6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1491 

7 

.0046948 

0.001770 

C35B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1910 

9 

.0047120 

0.001567 

B19A3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

3275 

16 

.0048855 

0.001218 

C35C1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

589 

3 

.0050934 

0.002933 

A9 

A.  Employment  '' 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

4995 

26 

.0052052 

0.001018 

B16B1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

4907 

26 

.0052986 

0.001036 

A12A 

A.  Employment 

1.  Ql 

- 

Q20 

4995 

27 

.0054054 

0.001037 

C23A1B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

23 

.0054412 

0.001131 

C35B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1824 

10 

.0054825 

0.001729 

C23C1B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

12 

.0062598 

0.001801 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  « standard  error  of  rate 

THIRD  N NR  RATE 


ITEM 

SECTION 

C23B2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

C23D2D 

C.  Resp . /Woi^l^load 

C23D2F 

C . Resp . /Workload 

A13A 

A.  Emplo)rment 

F54 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

B17 

B.  Prof.  Background 

C23A2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

B19C1B 

B.  Prof.  Background 

B16E2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

C29 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C30 

C . Resp . /Workload 

B16E3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

F53A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

C35C4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

C23D1B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

B16E1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

C23C2E 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

B19C1A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

C23D2A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C23D2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

C23B3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

F57A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

C23C2A 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C36C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

C23B2C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C36D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C23C2C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

C23E2D 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C23E2F 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C23B2A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

All  1 

A.  Employment 

All  2 

A.  Emplo3rment 

All  3 

A.  Employment 

All  4 

A.  Emplo}rment 

All  5 

A.  Employment 

All  6 

A.  Employment 

All_7 

A.  Employment 

C36B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

C35B5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

C23A3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

_2 

0.  Preface 

C36A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

C23A2C 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

F54AA 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

C23C3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

C23A2A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

F56A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3 

0.  Preface 

C23D3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

o 


2.  Q21 

- Q40 

3019 

20 

0.006625 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1036 

7 

0.006757 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1036 

7 

0.006757 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

34 

0.006807 

3.  Q41 

- Q60 

4718 

34 

0.007206 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

37 

0.007407 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4227 

33 

0.007807 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1145 

9 

0.007860 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

3531 

28 

0.007930 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

2515 

22 

0.008748 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

2515 

22 

0.008748 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1777 

16 

0.009004 

3.  Q41 

- Q60 

4995 

45 

0.009009 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

864 

8 

0.009259 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1036 

10 

0.009653 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4907 

51 

0.010393 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1917 

20 

0.010433 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

1145 

12 

0.010480 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1036 

12 

0.011583 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1036 

12 

0.011583 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

3019 

35 

0.011593 

3.  Q41 

- Q60 

4995 

59 

0.011812 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1917 

24 

0.012520 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

63 

0.012613 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

3019 

39 

0.012918 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

65 

0.013013 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

1917 

25 

0.013041 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

443 

6 

0.013544 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

443 

6 

0.013544 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

3019 

41 

0.013581 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.013814 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.013814 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.013814 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.013814 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.013814 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.013814 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

69 

0.013814 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

70 

0.014014 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

704 

10 

0.014205 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4227 

62 

0.014668 

1.  Q1 

- Q20 

4995 

74 

0.014815 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

75 

0.015015 

2.  Q21 

• Q40 

4227 

66 

0.015614 

3.  Q41 

• Q60 

256 

4 

0.015625 

2.  Q21  • 

• Q40 

1917 

30 

0.015649 

2.  Q21  • 

■ Q40 

4227 

70 

0.016560 

3.  Q41  • 

• Q60 

4995 

85 

0.017017 

1.  Q1  • 

■ Q20 

4995 

86 

0.017217 

2.  Q21  • 

• Q40 

1036 

18 

0.017375 

STDERR 

0.001476 

0.002545 

0.002545 

0.001163 

0.001231 

0.001213 

0.001354 

0.002610 

0.001493 

0.001857 

0.001857 

0.002241 

0.001337 

0.003258 

0.003038 

0.001448 

0.002321 

0.003010 

0.003324 

0.003324 

0.001948 

0.001529 

0.002539 

0.001579 

0.002055 

0.00160.4 

0.002591 

0.005492 

0.005492 

0.002106 

0.001651 

0.001651 

0.001651 

0.001651 

0.001651 

0.001651 

0.001651 

0.001663 

0.004460 

0.001849 

0.001709 

0.001721 

0.001907 

0.007751 

0.002835 

0.001963 

0.001830 

0.001841 

0.004059 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  «=  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

A7 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

89 

0.017818 

0.001872 

C23E1B 

C.  Resp . /^orV.load 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

443 

8 

0.018059 

0.006327 

C23D2C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

1036 

20 

0.019305 

0.004275 

C37AD 

C.  Resp . /^orRload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

100 

0.020020 

0.001982 

C37AA 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

101 

0.020220 

0.001992 

C37AB 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

101 

0.020220 

0.001992 

C37AC 

C.  Resp . /'^or'kload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

101 

0.020220 

0.001992 

C37AE 

C.  Resp . /'^orV.load 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

101 

0.020220 

0.001992 

C23E2E 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

443 

9 

0.020316 

0.006703 

F52A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41  - 

Q60 

4995 

102 

0.020420 

0.002001 

C37AF 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

103 

0.020621 

0.002011 

B20A3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

104 

0.020821 

0.002020 

B20A7 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

104 

0.020821 

0.002020 

B20A9 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

105 

0.021021 

0.002030 

B20A14 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

105 

0.021021 

0.002030 

B20B3 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

105 

0.021021 

0.002030 

B20B7 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

105 

0.021021 

0.002030 

B20A13 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

106 

0.021221 

0.002039 

B20B9 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

106 

0.021221 

0.002039 

B20B14 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

106 

0.021221 

0.002039 

B20A4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

B20A6 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

B20A8 

B . Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

B2dA12 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

B20B13 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

C21A3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

C21B2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

C21B3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

C21B5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

C21B6 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

107 

0.021421 

0.002049 

B20A5 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

108 

0.021622 

0.002058 

B20B4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

108 

0.021622 

0.002058 

B20B6 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

108 

0.021622 

0.002058 

B20B8 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

108 

0.021622 

0.002058 

B20B12 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

108 

0.021622 

0.002058 

C21A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

108 

0.021622 

0.002058 

C21A6 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

108 

0.021622 

0.002058 

C21B4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

108 

0.021622 

0.002058 

F53AA* 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41  - 

■ Q60 

277 

6 

0.021661 

0.008747 

B20A10 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

109 

0.021822 

0.002067 

B20B5 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

109 

0.021822 

0.002067 

C21A4 

C . Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

Q40 

4995 

109 

0.021822 

0.002067 

B20A2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

110 

0.022022 

0.002076 

B20B2 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

110 

0.022022 

0.002076 

B20B10 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1  - 

Q20 

4995 

110 

0.022022 

0.002076 

C23D2B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  - 

■ Q40 

1036 

23 

0.022201 

0.004578 

B20A11 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  ■ 

• Q20 

4995 

111 

0.022222 

0.002086 

C21A5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21  • 

• Q40 

4995 

111 

0.022222 

0.002086 

B20B11 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1  • 

■ Q20 

4995 

112 

0.022422 

0.002095 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR' 

C37BD 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

4995 

113 

0.022623 

0.002104 

E48 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

Q60 

4995 

113 

0.022623 

0.002104 

C37BB 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

4995 

114 

0.022823 

0.002113 

C37BC 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

114 

0.022823 

0.002113 

C37BF 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

114 

0.022823 

0.002113 

F56C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

744 

17 

0.022849 

0.005478 

C23C2B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

44 

0.022953 

0.003420 

C37BE 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

115 

0.023023 

0.002122 

C37BA 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

116 

0.023223 

0 . 002131 

F55 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

117 

0.023423 

0.002140 

C22 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

118 

0.023624 

0.002149 

B20A1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

121 

0.024224 

0.002175 

B20B1 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

121 

0.024224 

0.002175, 

C23E2A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

11 

0.024831 

0.007393 

C23E2B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

11 

0.024831 

0.007393 

D40I 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

125 

0.025025 

0.002210 

F52B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

125 

0.025025 

0 . 002210 

C23A2G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

106 

0.025077 

0.002405 

D42 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

126 

0.025225 

0 . 002219 

B18 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

2044 

52 

0.025440 

0.003483 

D46 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

128 

0.025626 

0.002236 

C23B2G  , 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

78 

0.025836 

0.002887 

B18C 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

2044 

54 

0.026419 

0.003547 

E47P9 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

133 

0.026627 

0.002278 

E50 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

134 

0.026827 

0.002286 

B18B 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

2044 

55 

0.026908 

0.003579 

C23E3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

12 

0.027088 

0.007713 

C21A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

141 

0.028228 

0.002343 

C21B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

142 

0.028428 

0 . 002352 

C35C6 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

245 

7 

0.028571 

0.010644 

C23C2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

56 

0.029212 

0 . 003846 

C23E2C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

13 

0.029345 

0.008019 

B18A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

2044 

61 

0.029843 

0 . 003764 

B16E4 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

332 

10 

0.030120 

0.009380 

C23B2B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

-■ 

Q40 

3019 

93 

0.030805 

0 . 003145 

B17A 

B.  Prof.  Background 

.1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

2044 

69 

0.033757 

0.003995 

C35C5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

169 

6 

0.035503 

0.014234 

C23D2G 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

40 

0.038610 

0.005986 

D41E- 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

195 

0.039039 

0.002741 

C23A2B 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

180 

0.042583 

0.003106 

D41A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

224 

0.044845 

0.002928 

D41C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

226 

0.045245 

0.002941 

D41D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

Q60 

4995 

244 

0.048849 

0.003050 

_1A 

0.  Preface 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4703 

235 

0.049968 

0.003177 

D41B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

251 

0.050250 

0.003091 

D43C 

D . Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

253 

0.050651 

0.003103 

D43A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

258 

0.051652 

0.003132 

D43E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

259 

0.051852 

0.003137 

A7A 

A . Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1729 

91 

0.052632 

0.005370 

1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

D43D 

D. 

C23E2G 

C. 

D43J 

D. 

D43N 

D. 

F60G 

F. 

D44 

D. 

F59G 

F. 

D43B 

D. 

D43H 

D. 

D43L 

D. 

E470 

E. 

E47E 

E. 

E47H 

E. 

E47L 

E. 

E47F 

E. 

E47K 

E. 

E47J 

E. 

E47M 

E. 

E47I 

E. 

E47G 

E. 

E47N 

E, 

E47D 

E, 

E47C 

E 

D39C 

D 

D39D 

D 

D39E 

D 

D39F 

D 

C24A 

C 

C24B 

C 

C24C 

C 

C24D 

C 

C24E 

C 

D39A 

D 

D43M 

D 

C24F 

C 

C24G 

• C 

C24H 

C 

C24I 

C 

B15  1 

B 

B15  2 

B 

B15  3' 

B 

B15  4 

B 

B15  5 

B 

B15  6 

B 

B15  7 

B 

B15  8 

B 

B15  9 

B 

B15  10 

B 

D39B 

D 

O 


SECTION 

Job  Satisfaction 
Resp . /Workload 
Job  Satisfaction 
Job  Satisfaction 
Sociodem.  Chars. 
Job  Satisfaction 
Sociodem.  Chars. 
Job  Satisfaction 
Job  Satisfaction 
Job  Satisfaction 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Compensation 
Job  Satisfaction 
Job  Satisfaction 
Job  Satisfaction 
Job  Satisfaction 
Resp . /Workload 
Resp . /Workload 
Resp . /Workload 
Resp . /Workload 
Resp . /Workload 
Job  Satisfaction 
Job  Satisfaction 
Resp . /Workload 
Resp . /Workload 
Resp . /Workload 
Resp . /Workload 
Prof.  Background 
Prof.  Background 
Prof. 'Background 
Prof.  Background 
Prof.  Background 
Prof.  Background 
Prof.  Background 
Prof.  Background 
Prof . Background 
Prof . Background 
Job  Satisfaction 


THIRD  N 


3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

443 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q4l' 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3 . Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

,4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

1.  Q1 

Q20 

4995 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

1.  Q1 

Q20 

4995 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

^ ' 

> 

NR 

RATE 

266 

0.053253 

24 

0.054176 

271 

0.054254 

284 

0.056857 

296 

0.059259 

300 

0.060060 

302 

0.060460 

309 

0.061862 

312 

0.062462 

341 

0.068268 

345 

0.069069 

349 

0.069870 

352 

0.070470 

352 

0.070470 

354 

0.070871 

354 

0.070871 

355 

0.071071 

356 

0.071271 

358 

0.071672 

359 

0.071872 

359 

0.071872 

361 

0.072272 

370 

0.074074 

371 

0.074274 

377 

0.075475 

379 

0.075876 

. 382 

0.076476 

264 

0.076856 

264 

0.076856 

264 

0.076856 

264 

0.076856 

2.64 

0.076856 

385 

0.077077 

385 

0.077077 

265 

0.077147 

265 

0.077147 

265 

0.077147 

265 

0.077.147 

388 

0.077678 

388‘ 

0.077678 

388 

0.077678 

388 

0.077678 

388 

0.077678 

388 

0.077678 

388 

0.077678 

388 

0.077678 

388 

0.077678 

388 

0.077678 

389 

0.077878 

421 

STDERR 

0.003177 

0.010755 

0.003205 

0.003277 

0.003341 

0.003362 

0.003372 

0.0,03409 

0.003424 

0.003569 

0.003588 

0.003607. 

0.003621 

0.003621 

0.003631 

0.003631 

0.003636 

0.003640 

0.003650 

0.003654 

0.003654 

0.003664 

0.003706 

0.003710 

0.003738 

0.003747 

0.003760 

0.004545 

0.004545 

0.004545 

0.004545 

0.004545 

0.003774 

0.003774 

0.004553 

0.004553 

0.00455,3 

0.004553 

0.003787 

0.003787 

0.003787 

0.003787 

0.003787 

0.003787 

0.003787 

0.003787 

0.003787 

0.003787 

0.003792 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number,  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C24J 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

268 

0.07802 

0.004576 

C24K 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3435 

268 

0.07802 

0.004576 

C35A1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

392 

0.07848 

0.003805 

C35A2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

392 

0.07848 

0.003805 

C35A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

392 

0.07848 

0.003805 

C35A6 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

392 

0.07848 

0.003805 

C35A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

393 

0.07868 

0.003809 

C35A5 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

394 

0.07888 

0.003814 

D43G 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

396 

0.07928 

0.003823 

B14_l 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

B14_2 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

B14_3 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

B14  4 

B . Prof . Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

B14_5 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

B14_6 

B.  Prof.  Background 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

397 

0.07948 

0.003827 

F57C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

346 

29 

0.08382 

0.014898 

C26 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

419 

0.08388 

0.003922 

D43F  . 

D . Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

420 

0.08408 

0 . 003927 

C34H 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

434 

0.08689 

0.003985 

E47A 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

■4995 

435 

0.08709 

0.003990 

E47P1 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

E47P2 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

E47P3 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

T 

Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

E47P4 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

. 4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

E47P5 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

,Q60 

4995 

449. 

0.08989 

0.004047 

E47P6 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

T 

Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

E47P7 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

E47P8 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

449 

0.08989 

0.004047 

C34K 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40  . 

4995 

450 

0.09009 

0.004051 

C34I 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

455 

0.09109 

0.004071 

C34L 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

485 

0.09710 

0.004189 

C27 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

497 

0.09950 

0 . 004235 

C34G 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

523 

0.10470 

0.004332 

C34D 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

.2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

547 

0.10951 

0.004418 

D45 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

575 

0.11512 

0.004516 

C23D4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1036 

120 

0.11583 

0.009943 

E47B 

E . Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

595 

0.11912 

0.004583. 

C23E4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

.443 

54 

0.12190 

0.015544 

C23C4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

1917 

235 

0.12259 

0.007491 

C23B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

3019 

37.3 

0.12355 

0.005989 

C34B 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

622 

0.12452 

0.004672 

C34C 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

630 

0.12613 

0.004697 

C34A 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

636 

0.12733 

0.004716 

A8 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

3298 

420 

0.12735 

0.005805 

C24 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4344 

570 

0.13122 

0.005123 

A6 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

660 

0.13213 

0.004791 

A5 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4995 

666 

0.13333 

0.004810 

F60I 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

670 

0.13413 

0.004822 

C23A4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4227 

575 

0.13603 

0.005273 

i22 


1.  Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  «=  number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  “Standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

A4AA 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- . 

Q20 

1599 

218 

0.13634 

0.008581 

A4AB 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1599 

218 

0.13634 

0.008581 

A4AC 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

A4AD 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

A4AE 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

A4AF 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20  ' 

1599 

219 

0.13696 

0.008598 

AlO 

A.  Employment 

1.  Q1 

- 

Q20 

4943 

697 

0.14101 

0.004950 

F58B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41  . 

- 

Q60 

4995 

730 

0.14615 

0.004998 

D40F 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

732 

0.14655 

0.005004 

F58A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

732 

0.14655 

0.005004 

C34J 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

734 

0.14695 

0.005010 

C33A2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33A4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33A5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2 . Q21 

- 

Q40 

846 

125 

0.14775 

0.012200 

C33A1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

845 

125 

0.14793 

0.012213 

C33A6 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2 . Q21 

- 

Q40 

844 

125 

0.14810 

0.012227 

D40A 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

. 4995 

751 

0.15035 

0.005057 

F60H 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

Q60 

4995 

751 

0.15035 

0.005057 

F59A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

764 

0.15295 

0.005093 

E49 

E.  Compensation 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60  . 

4995 

765  ^ 

' 0.15315 

0.005096 

F60D 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars.  . 

,3.  Q41 

Q60 

4995 

769 

0.15395 

0.005107 

F60C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

796 

0.15936 

0.005179 

F59B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3 . Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

803 

0.16076 

0.005197 

C34E 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

806 

0.16136 

0.005205 

F60F 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

A995 

817 

0.16356 

0.005233 

F60A 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

823 

0; 16476 

0.005249 

D40B 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

. 4995 

867 

0.17357 

0.005359 

F60B 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

876 

0.17538 

0.005381 

F60E 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- 

Q60 

4995 

881 

0.17638 

0.005393 

D40D 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

4995 

890 

0.17818 

0.005414 

C33C1 

1 

C . Resp . /Wprkload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

60 

0.18634 

0.021699 

C33Cr 

'2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

60 

0.18634 

0.021699 

C33C1 

'3 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

60 

0.18634 

0.021699 

C33E5' 

’1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q2i 

- 

Q40 

342 

64 

0.18713 

0.021090 

C33E5' 

’2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

64 

0.18713 

0.021090 

C33E5' 

'3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

64 

0.18713 

0.021090 

C33C5' 

’1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

342 

66 

0.19298 

0.021340 

C33C5' 

’2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

66 

0.19298 

0.021340 

C33C5] 

’3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

342 

66 

0.19298 

0.021340 

F59E  ' 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q4i 

- 

Q60 

4995 

970 

0.19419 

0.005597 

C33E1 

1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

322 

63 

0.19565 

0.022107 

C33E1' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

63 

0.19565 

0.022107 

C33El' 

’3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

322 

63 

0.19565 

0.022107 

C33E2' 

’1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

61 

0.19935 

0.022838 

C33E2' 

’2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

61 

0.19935 

0.022838 

C33E2j 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- 

Q40 

306 

61 

0.19935 

0.022838 

C34F  ' 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

4995 

1043 

0.20881 

0.005751 

C33B5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

Q40 

342 

72 

0.21053 

0.022045 

O 
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1.  Faculty  Questionnaire;  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N =*  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  «=>  number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  « NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C33C2 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

1 

JO 

0 

306 

65 

0.21242 

0.023382 

C33C2' 

“2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

306 

65 

0.21242 

0.023382 

C33C2^ 

_3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

306 

65 

0.21242 

0.023382 

C38 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

1076 

0.21542 

0.005817 

D43I 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- Q60 

4995 

1091 

0.21842 

0.005846 

F59F 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- Q60 

4995 

1103 

0.22082 

0.005869 

F59D 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars . 

3.  Q41 

- Q60 

4995 

1116 

0.22342 

0.005894 

C33B2 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

306 

73 

0.23856 

0.024364 

C33B1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

321 

78 

0.24299 

0.023938 

D40G 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

1214 

0.24304 

0.006069 

D40C 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

1260 

0.25225 

0.006145 

F59C 

F.  Sociodem.  Chars. 

3.  Q41 

- Q60 

4995 

1279 

0.25606 

0.006175 

C33D1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

322 

83 

0.25776 

0.024376 

D43K 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

3.  Q41 

- Q60 

4995 

1325 

0.26527 

0.006247 

D40E 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

1372 

0.27467 

0.006316 

C33D2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

305 

84 

0.27541 

0.025579 

C33D5 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

339 

95 

0.28024 

0.024393 

C33E4_ 

_1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

184 

56 

0.30435 

0.033921 

C33E4' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

184 

56 

0.30435 

0.033921 

C33E4] 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

184 

56 

0.30435 

0.033921 

C33C3j 

’1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33C3' 

’2 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33C3' 

’3 

C.  Resp ./Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33E3^ 

’1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33E3" 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33E3' 

’3 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

194 

62 

0.31959 

0.033480 

C33C4^ 

’1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

184 

60 

0.32609 

0.034559 

C33C4' 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

184 

60 

0.32609 

0.034559 

C33C4' 

’3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

184 

60 

0.32609 

0.034559 

C33B3' 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

194 

64 

0.32990 

0.033757 

C33B4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

184 

63 

0.34239 

0.034981 

C33D4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

184 

68 

0.36957 

0.035584 

D40H 

D.  Job  Satisfaction 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

1976 

0.39560 

0.006919 

C33D3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

193 

77 

0.39896 

0.035248 

C33C6 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

112 

59 

0.52679 

0.047178 

C33C6" 

’2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

112 

59 

0.52679 

0.047178 

C33C6~ 

'3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

112 

59 

0.52679 

0.047178 

C25A1~ 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

2654 

0.53133 

0.007061 

C25A4 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

2657 

0.53193 

0.007060 

C25A2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

2660 

0.53253 

0.007060 

C25A3 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

• Q40 

4995 

2660 

0.53253 

0.007060 

C25B4 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

2666 

0.53373 

0.007058 

C33E6_ 

1 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

112 

60 

0.53571 

0.047125 

C33E6 

*2 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

112 

60 

0.53571 

0.047125 

C33E6_ 

3 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

112 

60 

0.53571 

0.047125 

C25B2 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

. Q40 

4995 

2687 

0.53794 

0.007054 

C25B3 

C.  Resp. /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

2689 

0.53834 

0.007054 

C25B1 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

4995 

2697 

0.53994 

0.007052  . 

C33B6 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2.  Q21 

- Q40 

112 

61 

0.54464 

0.047057 

1 ; Faculty  Questionnaire:  CATI  RESPONDENTS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C33D6 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21  - 

Q40 

112 

63 

0.56250 

0.046875 

C31 

C.  Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21  - 

Q40 

2515 

1734 

0.68946 

0.009227 

C32 

C . Resp . /Workload 

2. 

Q21  - 

Q40 

2515' 

1854 

0.73718 

0.008777 
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Critical  Items  and  Nonresponse: 

1993  NSOPF  Institution  Questionnaire 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Critical  Items 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Total  Respondents 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Greater  Than  20  Percent 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Greater  Than  1 0 Percent 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  Rate 


o 
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NSOPF-93  Critical  Items 


Institution  Questionnaire 

A1 A Current  percentage  of  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff 

AIB  Current  percentage  of  part-time  instructional  faculty/staff 

AlC  Current  percentage  of  full-time  non-instructional  faculty/staff 

AID  Current  percentage  of  full-time  non-instructional  faculty/staff 

B2A  Current  total  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff 

B2B  Current  total  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  hired  in  last  year 

B2C  No.  of  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  who  retired  in  last  year 

B2D  No.  of  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  downsized  in  the  last  yr. 

B2E  No.  of  perm,  full-time  instr.  faculty/staff  who  left  for  any  reason  in  last  year 

B2F  Total  permanent  full-time  instructional  faculty/staff  one  year  ago 

B6A  Current  number  of  tenured  faculty 

B6B  Current  number  of  tenure-track  faculty 

B6C  Tenured  faculty  one  year  ago 

B14  Average  percentage  of  instructional  faculty/staff  salary  contributed  to  benefits 

C30  Avg.  percentage  of  non-instructional  faculty/staff  salary  contributed  to  benefits 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire:  CRITICAL  ITEMS 
Item  Nonresponse  Rates  of  283  Items, 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N “ number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  « number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  « NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  «=  standard  error  of  rate' 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

AlA 

A. 

Preface 

1. 

Pre 

Q14 

872 

0 

0.000000 

0.000000 

AIB 

A. 

Preface 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

10 

0. 011468 

0.003606 

Ale 

A. 

Preface 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

13 

0.014908 

0.004104 

AID 

A. 

Preface 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

26 

0.029817 

0.005760 

B2A 

B. 

FT  Instructional 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

0 

0.000000 

0.000000 

B2B 

B. 

FT  Instructional 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

46 

0.052813 

0.007578 

B2C 

B. 

FT  Instructional 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

51 

0.058553 

0.007955 

B2D 

B. 

FT  Instructional 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

51 

0.058553 

0.007955 

B2E 

B. 

FT  Instructional 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

64 

0.073479 

0.008841 

B2F 

B. 

FT  Instructional 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

29 

0.033295 

0.006079 

B6A 

B. 

FT  Instructional 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

16 

0.022039 

0.005449 

B6B 

B. 

FT  Instructional 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

28 

0.038567 

0.007147 

B6C 

B. 

FT  Instructional 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

32 

0.044077 

0.007618 

B14 

B. 

FT  Instructional 

1. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

36 

0.041332 

0.006745 

C30 

C. 

FT  Non- instruct . 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

557 

32 

0.057451 

0.009860 

}993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
Methodology  Report 


Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Total  Respondents 


430 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  R^tes  of  283  Items, 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N «=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  - item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

■ SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

ACl 

A.  Preface 

1.  Pre 

_ 

Q14 

872 

65 

0.07454 

0.008894 

AC  2 

A.  Preface 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

53 

0.06078 

0.008091 

AC  3 

A.  Preface 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

82 

0.09404 

0.009884 

AC4 

A.  Preface 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

47 

0.05390 

0.007647 

ACS 

A.  Preface 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

177 

0.20298 

0.013621 

AC  6 

A.  Preface 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

172 

0.19725 

0.013475 

AlA 

A.  Preface 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

0 

0.00000 

0.000000 

AIB 

A.  Preface 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

10 

0.01147 

0.003606 

AlC 

A.  Preface 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

13 

0.01491 

0.004104 

AID 

A.  Preface 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

26 

0.02982 

0.005760 

B2A 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

0 

0.00000 

0.000000 

B2B 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

46 

0.05281 

0.007578 

B2C 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

51 

0.05855 

0.007955 

B2D 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

51 

0.05855 

0.007955 

B2E 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

64 

0.07348 

0.008841 

B2F 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

29 

0.03330 

0.006079 

B3 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

121 

0.13892 

0.011719 

B4 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

50 

0.05741 

0.007882 

B4A 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

288 

89 

0.30903 

0.027229 

B5 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

0 

0.00000 

0.000000 

B6A 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

16 

0.02204 

0.005449 

B6B 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

28 

0.03857 

0.007147 

B6C 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

32 

0.04408 

0.007618 

B6D 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

45 

0.06198 

0.008949 

B7A 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Qi4 

726 

56 

0.07713 

0.009902 

B7B 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

42 

0.05785 

0.008665 

B7C 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

89 

0.12259 

0.012172 

B8A 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

86 

0.11846 

0.011993 

B8B 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

60 

0.08264 

0.010219 

B9A 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

35 

0.04821 

0.007950 

B9B 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

37 

0.05096 

0.008162 

BlOA 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

19 

0.02617 

0.005925 

BlOB 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

18 

0.02479 

0.005771 

Bloc 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

22 

0.03030 

0.006362 

Bll 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

16 

0.01837 

0.004550 

BllA 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

498 

85 

0.17068 

0.016859 

B12A 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

10 

0.01148 

0.003610 

B12A1 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

654 

25 

0.03823 

0.007498 

B12B 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

14 

0.01607 

0.004261 

B12B1 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

493 

17 

0.03448 

0.008218 

B12C 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

13 

0.01493 

0.004109 

B12C1 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

534 

34 

0.06367 

0.010566 

B12D 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

13 

0.01493 

0.004109 

B12D1 

B.  FT  Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

150 

20 

0.13333 

0.027756 

O 


1.'  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates  of  283  Items, 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N « number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  « number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 


STDERR  « 


ITEM 

B12E 

B. 

FT 

SECTION 

Instructional 

B12E1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13A 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13A1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13B 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13B1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13C 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13C1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13D 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13D1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13E 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13E1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13F 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13F1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13G 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13G1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13H 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13H1 

B. 

FT 

. Instructional 

B13I 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13I1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13J 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13J1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13K 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13K1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13L 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13L1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13M 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13M1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13N 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B13N1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B130 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B1301 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B14 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B15 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B16A 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B16A1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B16B 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B16B1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B16C 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B16C1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B16D 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B16D1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B16E 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

B16E1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

O 


standard  error  of  rate 


THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

12 

0.01378 

0.003950 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

258 

19 

0.07364 

0.016261 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.00574 

0.002560 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

460 

13 

0.02826 

0.007727 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.00689 

0.002803 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

866 

44 

0.05081 

0.007463 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.00689 

0.002803 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

775 

30 

0.03871 

0.006929 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.00574 

0.002560 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

807 

38 

0.04709 

0.007457 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.00574 

0.002560 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

834 

49 

0.05875 

0.008143 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.00689 

0.002803 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

523 

24 

0,04589 

0.009150 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.00574 

0.002560 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

538 

24 

0.04461 

0.008900 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.00574 

0.002560 

1 . Pre 

-■ 

Q14 

342 

8 

0.02339 

0.008173 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.00689 

.0.002803 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

102 

9 

0.08824 

0.028084 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.00574 

0.002560 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

119 

8 

0.06723 

0.022955 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

7 

0.00804 

0.003025 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

568 

16 

0.02817 

0.006942 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

7 

0.00804 

0.003025 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

771 

60 

0.07782 

0.009648 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.00689 

0.002803 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

614 

45 

0.07329 

0.010517 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

7 

0.00804 

0.003025 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

698 

47 

0.06734 

0.009485 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.00689 

0.002803 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

237 

27 

0.11392 

0.020638 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

36 

0.04133 

0.006745 

2.’Q15 

- 

Q29 

871 

26 

0.02985 

0.005766 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

574 

9 

0.01568 

0.005185 

2.  Ql5 

- 

Q29 

308 

11 

0.03571 

0.010574 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

574 

8 

0.01394 

0.004893 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

504 

28 

0.05556 

0.010203 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

574 

10 

0.01742 

0.005461 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

436 

23 

0.05275 

0.010706 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

574 

12 

0.02091 

0.005972 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

413 

27 

0.06538 

0.012163 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

574 

12 

0.02091 

0.005972 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

430 

34 

0.07907 

0.013013 

1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates  of  283  Items, 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  « number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  *=  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM  SECTION 


B16F 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16F1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16G 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16G1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16H 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16H1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16I 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16I1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16J 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16J1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16K 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16K1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16L 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2, 

B16L1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16M 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2. 

B16M1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2, 

B16N 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2, 

B16N1 

B.  FT 

Instructional  . 

2, 

B160 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B1601 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B17 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B18A 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

. 2 

B18B 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B18C 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B18D 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B18E 

. B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B18F 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B18G 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B18H 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B18I 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B19 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B19A 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

C20A' 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C20B 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C20C 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C20D 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C20E 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C20F 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C21 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C22A 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C22B 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C22C 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C22D 

C.  Ft 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C23A. 

C.  FT 

. Non- instruct . 

2 

O 


THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

8 

0.01394 

0.004893 

Q15  - 

Q29 

238 

19 

0.07983 

0.017568 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

8 

0.01394 

0.004893 

Q15  - 

Q29 

232 

18 

0.07759 

0.017564 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

8 ' ■ 

0.01394 

0.004893 

Q15  - 

Q29 

236 

9 

^0.03814 

0.012467 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

8 

0.01394 

0.004893 

Q15  - 

Q29 

41 

10 

0.24390 

0.067066 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

7 

0.01220 

0.004581 

Q15  - 

Q29 

68 

9 

0.13235 

0.041095 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

7 

0.01220 

0.004581 

Q15  - 

Q29  , 

391 

19 

0.04859 

0.010874 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

15 

0.02613 

0.006659 

Q15  - 

Q29 

369 

40 

0.10840 

0.016184 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

16 

0.02787 

0.006871 

Q15  - 

Q29 

325 

35 

0.10769 

0.017195 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

16 

0.02787 

0.006871 

Q15  - 

Q29 

252 

30 

0.11905 

0.020400 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

7 

0.01220 

0.004581 

Q15  - 

Q29 

118 

20 

0.16949 

0.034539 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

77 

0.08840 

0.009619 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

21 

0.02411 

0.005197 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

88 

0.10103 

0.010212 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

80 

0.09185 

0.009786 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

149 

0.17107 

0.012760 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

27 

0.03100. 

0.005873 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

30 

0.03444 

0.006179 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

51 

0.05855 

0.007955 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

84 

0.09644 

0.010002 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

115 

0.13203 

0.011471 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

7 . 

0.00804 

0.003025 

Q15  - 

Q29 

317 

23 

0.07256 

0.014570 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

46 

0.08259 

0.011663 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

90 

0.16158 

0.015595 

Q15  - 

Q29 

. 557 

97 

0.17415 

0.016069 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

97 

0.17415 

0.016069 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

101 

0.18133 

0.016325 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

69 

0.12388 

0.013959 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

14 

0.02513 

, 0.006633 

Q15  - 

Q29 

322 

35 

0.10870 

0.017346 

Q15  - 

Q29 

322 

43' 

0.13354 

0.018956 

Q15  - 

Q29 

322 

43 

0.13354 

0.018956 

Q15  - 

Q29 

322 

47 

0.14596 

0.019676 

Q15  - 

Q29 

322 

36 

0.11180 

0.017561 

433 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates  of  283  Items, 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM  SECTION 


C23B 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C23C 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C24A 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C24B 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C25A 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C25B 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C26A 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C26B 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C26C 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C27 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C27A 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C28A 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C28A1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C2'8B 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C28B1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C28C 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C28C1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C28D 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C28D1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . ' 

' 2 

C28E 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C28E1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C29A 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2, 

C29A1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2, 

C29B 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29B1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29C 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29C1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29D 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29D1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29E 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29E1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29F 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29F1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29G 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29G1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29H 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29H1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29I 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29I1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29J 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29J1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29K 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29K1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29L 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

30 

0.09317 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

40 

0.12422 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

46 

0.14286 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

46 

0.14286 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

40 

0.12422 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

41 

0.12733 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

34 

0.10559 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

32 

0.09938 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

34 

0.10559 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

34 

0.06104 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

279 

78 

0.27957 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

23 

0.04129 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

427 

34 

0.07963 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

26 

0.04668 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

339 

31 

0.09145 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

22 

0.03950 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

348 

34 

0.09770 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

27 

0.04847 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

113 

30 

0.26549 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

27 

0.04847 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

171 

33 

0.19298 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

55.7 

16 

0.02873 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

307 

20 

0.06515 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.02873 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

553 

46 

0.08318 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.02873 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

497 

31 

0.06237 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

18 

0.03232 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

521 

39 

0.07486 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.02873 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

534 

42 

0.07865 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.02873 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

344 

29 

0.08430 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.02873 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

346 

28 

0.08092 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.02873 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

224 

20 

0.08929 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.02873 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

77 

18 

0.23377 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.02873 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

94 

19 

0.20213 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

17 

0.03052 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

378 

23 

0.06085 

Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

17 

0.03052 

STDERR 

0.016198 
0.018381 
0.019501 
, 0.019501 
0.018381 
0.018576 
0.017126 
0.016672 
0.017126 
0.010144 
0.026868 
0.008430 
0.013101 
0.008938 
0.015655 
0.008253 
0.015916 
0.009100 
0.041541 
0.009100 
0.030179 
0.007077 
0.014085 
0.007077 
0.011743 
0.007077 
0.010848 
0.007493 
0.011529 
0.007077 
0.011649 
0.007077 
0.014980 
0.007077 
0.014662 
0.007077 
0.019053 
0.007077 
0.048231 
0.007077 
0.041421 
0.007289 
0.012295 
0.007289 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates  of  283  Items, 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  -=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  «=  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM  SECTION 


C29L1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29M 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29M1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29N 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C29N1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C290 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C2901 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

C30 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

C31 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

C32A 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

C32A1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

C32B 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

C32B1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

C32C 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

C32C1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

C32D 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

C32D1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

C32E 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

C32E1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3, 

C32F 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3, 

C32F1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32G 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32G1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32H 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32H1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32I 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32I1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32J 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32J1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32K 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32K1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32L 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct. 

3 

C32L1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32M 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct. 

3 

C32M1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32N 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32N1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C320 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C3201 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C33 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct. 

3 

C33A 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

D34 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D35A 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D35A1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

Q15  - 

Q29 

483 

54 

0.11180 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

17 

0.03052 

Q15  - 

Q29 

388 

42 

0.10825 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

20 

0.03591 

Q15  - 

Q29 

440 

41 

0.09318 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

18 

0.03232 

Q15  - 

Q29 

157 

22 

0.14013 

Q30  - 

Q43 

557 

32 

0.05745 

Q30  - 

Q43 

557 

47 

0.08438 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

30 

0.09646 

Q30  - 

Q43 

172 

34 

0.19767 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.09325 

Q30  - 

Q43 

272 

41 

0.15074 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

30 

0.09646 

Q30  - 

Q43 

254 

37 

0.14567 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

30 

0.09646 

Q30  - 

Q43 

239 

38 

0.15900 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

31 

0.09968 

Q30  - 

Q43 

247 

42 

0.17004 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

30 

0.09646 

Q30  - 

Q43 

146 

37 

0.25342 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

30 

0.09646 

Q30  - 

Q43 

149 

39 

0.26174 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.09325 

Q30  - 

Q43 

144 

31 

0.21528 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.09325 

Q30  - 

Q43 

45 

29 

0.64444 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.09325 

Q30  - 

Q43 

67 

30 

0.44776 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.09325 

Q30  - 

■Q43 

228 

33 

0.14474 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

32 

0.10289 

Q30  - 

Q43 

220 

47 

0.21364 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

33 

0.10611 

Q30  - 

Q43 

196 

46 

0.23469 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

32 

0.10289 

Q30  - 

Q43 

159 

41 

0.25786 

Q30  - 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.09325 

Q30  - 

Q43 

80 

31 

0.38750 

Q30  - 

Q43 

530 

163 

0.30755 

Q30  - 

Q43 

297 

173 

0.58249 

Q30  - 

Q43 

858 

16 

0.01865 

Q30  - 

Q43 

480 

27 

0.05625 

Q30  - 

Q43 

293 

32 

0.10922 

er|c 


STDERR 

0.014339 

0.007289 

0.015773 

0.007884 

0.013858 

0.007493 

0.027703 

0.009860 

0.011777 

0.016741 

0.030366 

0.016489 

0.021694 

0.016741 

0.022135 

0.016741 

0.023653 

0.016987 

0.023903 

0.016741 

0.035999 

0.016741 

0.036012 

0.016489 

0.034251 

0.016489 

0.071358 

0.016489 

0.060750 

0.016489 

0.023301 

0.017228 

0.027634 

0.017464 

0.030272 

0.017228 

0.034693 

0.016489 

0.054468 

0.020045 

0.028615 

0.004618 

0.010516 

0.018222 


435 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates  of  283  Items, 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  « NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  « standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

D35B 

D. 

PT 

SECTION 

instructional 

THIRD 
3.  Q30  - 

Q43 

N 

480 

NR 

32 

RATE 

0.06667 

STDERR 

0.011386 

D35B1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

256 

• 35 

0.13672 

0.021472 

D35C 

D. 

PT 

ins  true  t i ona 1 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

480 

25 

0.05208 

0.010142 

D35C1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

321 

38 

0.11838 

0.018031 

D35D 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

480 

29 

0.06042 

0.010875 

D35D1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

78 

31 

0.39744 

0.055410 

D35E 

■D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

480 

27 

0.05625 

0.010516 

D35E1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

138 

30 

0.21739 

0.035112. 

D36 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. . Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

13 

0.01515 

0.004170 

D37A 

,D . 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

23 

0.04609 

0.009387 

D37A1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

237 

26 

0.10970 

0.020300 

D37B 

D.. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

23 

0.04609 

0.009387 

D37B1 

D. 

, PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

367 

36 

0.09809 

0.015526 

D37C- 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

23 

0.04609 

0.009387 

D37C1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

292 

30 

0.10274 

. 0.017768 

D37D 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43  , 

499 

25 

0.05010 

0.009766 

D37D1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

272 

37 

0.13603 

0.020787 

D37E 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

24 

0.04810 

0.009579 

D37E1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

278 

36 

0.12950 

0.020137 

D37F 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

22 

0.04409 

0.009190 

D37F1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

168 

26 

0.15476 

0.027904 

D37G 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

21 

0.04208 

0.008988 

D37G1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

153 

27 

0.17647 

0.030820 

D37H 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

24 

0.04810 

0.009579 

D37H1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

198 

28 

0.14141 

0.024763 

D37I 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

22 

0.04409 

0.009190 

D37I1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

51 

22 

0.43137 

0.069351 

D37J 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

20 

0.04008 

0.008781 

D37J1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

.84 

22 

0.26190 

0.047972 

D37K 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

22 

0.04409 

0.009190 

D37K1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

-* 

Q43 

346 

27 

0.07803 

0.014420 

D37L 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

27 

0.05411 

0.010127 

D37L1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

250 

43 

0.17200 

0.023868 

D37M 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

28 

0.05611 

0.010302 

D37M1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

224 

44 

0.19643 

0.026545 

D37N 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

27 

0.05411 

0.010127 

D37N1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

212 

41 

0.19340 

0.027126 

D370 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

23 

0.04609 

0.009387 

D3701 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

91 

28 

0.30769 

0.048382 

D37P 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

44 

0.08818 

0.012693 

D37P1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

80 

45 

0.56250 

0.055463 

D38 

D. 

PT 

ins  t rue  t i ona 1 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

128 

0.25651 

0.019550 

D39 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

20 

0.04008 

0.008781 

D40A 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

388 

77 

0.19845 

0.020248 

er|c 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

■ Item  Nonresponse  Rates  of  283  Items, 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 


STDERR 

« standard  error 

of 

rate 

ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

D40A1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

245 

60 

0.24490 

D40A2 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

245 

90 

0.36735 

D40B 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

388 

71 

0.18299 

D40B1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

181 

23 

0.12707 

D40B2 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

181 

93 

0.51381 

D40C 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

388 

108 

0.27835 

D40C2 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

174 

93 

0.53448 

D41 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

96 

0.11189 

D42A 

P. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

62 

0.07226 

D42B 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

121 

0.14103 

D42C 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

121 

0.14103 

D42D 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

170 

0.19814 

D42E 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

73 

0.08508 

D42F 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

95 

0.11072 

D42G 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

116 

0.13520 

D42H 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

142 

0.16550 

D42I 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

160 

0.18648 

D43 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

32 

0.03730 

D43A 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

213 

45 

0.21127 

STDERR 

0.027473 

0.030799 

0.019630 

0.024756 

0.037151 

0.022753 

0.037815 

0.010762 

0.008839 

0.011882 

0.011882 

0.013608 

0.009525 

0.010713 

0.011673 

0.012687 

0.013297 

0.006469 

0.027970 
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1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
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Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Greater  Than  20  Percent 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Items  with  Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  . 20 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N « number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  « number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  “ NR/N  *=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  “ standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

AC5 

A. 

Preface 

1. 

B4A 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

1. 

B16I1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

2, 

C27A 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2, 

C28D1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2, 

C29I1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C29J1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C32F1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32G1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32H1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32I1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32J1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32L1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32M1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32N1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C3201 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C33 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C33A 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

D35D1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D35E1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D37I1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D37J1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D3701 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D37P1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D38 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D40A1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D40A2 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D40B2 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D40C 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D40C2 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D43A 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

Pre  - 

Q14 

872 

177 

0.20298 

Pre  - 

Q14 

288 

89 

0.30903 

Q15  - 

Q29 

41 

10 

.0.24390 

Q15  - 

Q29 

279 

78 

0.27957 

Q15  - 

Q29 

113 

30 

0.26549 

Q15  - 

Q29 

77 

18 

0.23377 

Q15  - 

Q29 

94 

19 

0.20213 

Q30  - 

Q43 

146 

37 

0.25342 

Q30  - 

Q43 

149 

39 

0.26174. 

Q30  - 

Q43 

144 

31 

0.21528 

Q30  - 

Q43 

45 

29 

0 . 64444 

Q30  - 

Q43 

67 

30 

0.44776 

Q30.  - 

Q43 

220 

47 

0.21364 

Q30  - 

Q43 

196 

46 

0.23469 

Q30  - 

Q43 

159 

41 

0.25786 

Q30  - 

Q43 

80 

31 

0.38750 

Q30  - 

Q43 

530 

163 

0.30755 

Q30  - 

Q43 

297 

173 

0.58249 

Q30  - 

Q43 

78 

31 

0.39744 

Q30  - 

Q43 

138 

30 

0.21739 

Q30  - 

Q43 

51 

22 

0.43137 

Q30  - 

Q43 

84 

22 

0.26190 

Q30  - 

Q43 

91 

28 

0.30769 

Q30  - 

Q43 

80 

45 

0.56250 

Q30  - 

Q43 

499 

128 

0.25651 

Q30  - 

Q43 

245 

60 

0.24490 

Q30  - 

Q43 

245 

90 

0.36735 

Q30  - 

Q43 

181 

93 

0.51381 

Q30  - 

Q43 

388 

108 

0.27835 

Q30  - 

Q43 

174 

93 

0.53448 

Q30  - 

Q43 

213 

45 

0.21127 

STDERR 

0.013621 

0.027229 

0.067066 

0.026868 

0.041541 

0.048231 

0.041421 

0.035999 

0.036012 

0.034251 

0.071358 

0.060750 

0.027634 

0.030272 

0.034693 

0.054468 

0.020045 

0.028615 

0.055410 

0.035112 

0.069351 

0.047972 

0.048382 

0.055463 

0.019550 

0.027473 

0.030799 

0.037151 

0.022753 

0.037815 

0.027970 
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Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Greater  Than  10  Percent 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Items  with  Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  . 10 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N ■=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  ■=  number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  “ NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  “ standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

ACS 

A.  Preface 

1 . Pre 

_ 

Q14 

872 

177 

0.20298 

0.013621 

AC6 

A.  Preface 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

172 

0.19725 

0.013475 

B3 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

121 

0.13892 

0.011719 

B4A 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

288 

89 

0.30903 

0.027229 

B7C 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

89 

0.12259 

0.012172 

B8A 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

86 

0.11846 

0.011993 

BllA 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

498 

85 

0.17068 

0.016859 

B12D1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

150 

20 

0.13333 

0.027756 

B1301 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

237 

27 

0.11392 

0.020638 

B16I1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

41 

10 

0.24390 

0.067066 

B16J1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

68 

9 

0.13235 

0.041095 

B16L1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

369 

40 

0.10840 

0.016184 

B16M1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

325 

35 

0.10769 

0.017195 

B16N1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

252 

30 

0.11905 

0.020400 

B1601 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

118 

20 

0.16949 

0.034539 

B18B 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

871 

88 

0.10103 

0.010212 

B18D 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

-■ 

Q29 

871 

149 

0.17107 

0.012760 

B18I 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

871 

115 

0.13203 

0.011471 

C20B 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

90 

0.16158 

0.015595 

C20C 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

97 

0.17415 

0.016069 

C20D 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

97 

0.17415 

0.016069 

C20E  . 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

101 

0.18133 

0.016325 

C20F 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

69 

0.12388 

0.013959 

C22A 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

35 

0.10870 

0.017346 

C22B 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

43 

0.13354 

0.018956 

C22C 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

43 

0.13354 

0.018956 

C22D 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

47 

0.14596 

0.019676 

C23A 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

36 

0.11180 

0.017561 

C23C 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

40 

0.12422 

0.018381 

C24A 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

46 

0.14286 

0.019501 

C24B 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

46 

0.14286 

0.019501 

C25A 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

40 

0.12422 

0.018381 

C25B 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

41 

0.12733 

0.018576 

C26A 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

34 

0.10559 

0.017126 

C26C 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.'Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

34- 

0.10559 

0.017126 

C27A 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

279 

78 

0.27957 

0.026868 

C28D1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

113 

30 

0.26549 

0.041541 

C28E1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

171 

33 

0.19298 

0.030179 

C29I1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

77 

18 

0.23377 

0.048231 

C29J1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

94 

19 

0.20213 

0.041421 

C29L1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

483 

54 

0.11180 

0.014339 

C29M1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

388 

42 

0.10825 

0.015773 

C2901 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

157 

22 

0.14013 

0.027703 

1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Items  with  Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  . 10 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N «=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  *=  NR/N  «=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  «=  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C32A1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

172 

34 

0.19767 

0.030366 

C32B1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

272 

41 

0.15074 

0.021694 

C32C1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

254 

37 

0.14567 

0.022135 

C32D1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct. 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

239 

38 

0.15900 

0.023653 

C32E1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

247 

42 

0.17004 

0.023903 

C32F1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

146 

37 

0.25342 

0.035999 

C32G1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

149 

39 

0.26174 

0.036012 

C32H1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

144 

31 

0.21528 

0.034251 

C32I1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

45 

29 

0 . 64444 

0.071358 

C32J1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

67 

30 

0.44776 

0.060750 

C32K1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

228 

33 

0.14474 

0.023301 

C32L 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

311 

32 

0.10289 

0.017228 

C32L1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

220 

47 

0.21364 

0.027634 

C32M 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

311 

33 

0.10611 

0.017464 

C32M1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

196 

46 

0.23469 

0.030272 

C32N 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

311 

32 

0.10289 

0.017228 

C32N1 

C.  FT 

Non-instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

159 

41 

0.25786 

0.034693 

C3201 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

80 

31 

0.38750 

0.054468 

C33 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

530 

163 

0.30755 

0.020045 

C33A 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

297 

173 

0.58249 

0.028615 

D35A1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

293 

32 

0.10922 

0.018222 

D35B1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

256 

35 

0.13672 

0.021472 

D35ci 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

321 

38 

0.11838 

0.018031 

D35D1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

78 

31 

0.39744 

0.055410 

D35E1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

138 

30 

0.21739 

0.035112 

D37A1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

237 

26 

0.10970 

0.020300 

D37C1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

292 

30 

0.10274 

0.017768 

D37D1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

272 

37 

0.13603 

0.020787 

D37E1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

278 

36 

0.12950 

0.020137 

D37F1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

168 

26 

0.15476 

0.027904 

D37G1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

153 

27 

0.17647 

0.030820 

D37H1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

198 

28 

0.14141 

0.024763 

D37I1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

51 

22 

0.43137 

0.069351 

D37J1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

84 

22 

0.26190 

0.047972 

D37L1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

250 

43 

0.17200 

0.023868 

D37M1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

224 

44 

0.19643 

0.026545 

D37N1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

212 

41 

0.19340 

0.027126 

D3701 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

91 

28 

0.30769 

0.048382 

D37P1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

80 

45 

0.56250 

0.055463 

D38 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

499 

128 

0.25651 

0.019550 

D40A 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

388 

77 

0.19845 

0.020248 

D40A1 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

245 

60 

0.24490 

0.027473 

D40A2 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30  - Q43 

245 

90 

0.36735 

0.030799 

1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Items  with  Item  Nonresponse  Rates, 
Greater  than  . 10 

By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  ■=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  •=  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

D40B 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

_ 

Q43 

388 

71 

0.18299 

0.019630 

D40B1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

181 

23 

0.12707 

0.024756 

D40B2 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

181 

93 

0.51381 

0.037151 

D40C 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

388 

108 

0.27835 

0.022753 

D40C2 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

174 

93 

0:53448 

0.037815 

D41 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

96 

0.11189 

0.010762 

D42B 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

121 

0.14103 

0.011882 

D42C 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

121 

0.14103 

0.011882 

D42D 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

170 

0.19814 

0.013608 

D42F 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

95 

0.11072 

0.010713 

D42G 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

116 

0.13520 

0.011673 

D42H 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

142 

0.16550 

0.012687 

D42I 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

160 

0.18648 

0.013297 

D43A 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

213 

45 

0.21127 

0.027970 
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1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates , Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDEELR  ==  standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

AlA 

A.  Preface 

1. 

B2A 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1. 

B5 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1. 

B13A 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1. 

B13D 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1. 

B13E 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1. 

B13G 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1. 

B13H 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1, 

B13J 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1, 

B13B 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1, 

B13C 

B:  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B13F 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B13I 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B13M 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B130 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B13K 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B13L 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B13N 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B19 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

AIB 

A.  Preface 

1 

B12A 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B16J 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B16K 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B160 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B12E 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B16B 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B16F 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B16G 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B16H 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B16I 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

AlC 

A.  Preface 

1 

B12C 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B12D 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

D36 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3 

B16A 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B12B 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B16C 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

Bll 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

D34 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3 

B16D 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B16E 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

B6A 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B13H1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 

B18A 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

Pre  - 

Q14 

872 

0 

0.000000 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

0 

0.000000 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

0 

0.000000 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.005741 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.005741 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.005741 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.005741 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.005741 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

5 

0.005741 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.006889 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.006889 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.006889 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.006889 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.006889 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

6 

0.006889 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

7 

0.008037 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

7 

0.008037 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

7 

0.008037 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

7 

0.008037 

Pre  - 

Q14 

872 

10 

0.011468 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

10 

0.011481 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

7 

0.012195 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

7 

0.012195 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

7 

0.012195 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

12 

0.013777 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

8 

0.013937 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

8 

0.013937 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

8 

0.013937 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

8 

0.013937 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

8 

0.013937 

Pre  - 

Q14 

872 

13 

0.014908 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

13 

0.014925 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

13 

0.014925 

Q30  - 

Q43 

858 

13 

0.015152 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

9 

0.015679 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

14 

0.016073 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

10 

0.017422 

Pre  - 

Q14 

871 

16 

0.018370 

Q30  - 

Q43 

858 

16 

0.018648 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

12 

0.020906 

Q15  - 

Q29 

574 

12 

0.020906 

Pre  - 

Q14 

726 

16 

0.022039 

Pre  - 

Q14 

342 

8 

0.023392 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

21 

0.024110 

STDERR 

0.000000 

0.000000 

0.000000 

0.002560 

0.002560 

0.002560 

0.002560 

0.002560 

0.002560 

0.002803 

0.002803 

0.002803 

0.002803 

0.002803 

0.002803 

0.003025 

0.003025 

0.003025 

0.003025 

0.003606 

0.003610 

0.004581 

0.004581 

0.004581 

0.003950 

0.004893 

0.004893 

0.004893 

0.004893 

0.004893 

0.004104 

0.004109 

0.004109 

0.004170 

0.005185 

0.004261 

0.005461 

0.004550 

0.004618 

0.005972 

0.005972 

0.005449 

0.008173 

0.005197 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
^ ==  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  *=  item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

BlOB 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

18 

0.024793 

0.005771 

C21 

C.  FT 

Non -instruct. 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

14 

0.025135 

0.006633 

B16L 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

574 

15 

0.026132 

0.006659 

BlOA 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

19 

0.026171 

0.005925 

B16M 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

574 

16 

0.027875 

0.006871 

B16N 

,B..  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

574 

16 

0.027875 

0.006871 

B13K1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

568 

16 

0.028169 

0.006942 

B13A1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

460 

13 

0.028261 

0.007727 

C29A 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.028725 

0.007077 

C29B 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2..  Q15 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.028725 

0.007077 

C29C 

C.  FT 

Non-instruct. 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.028725 

0.007077 

C29E 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.028725 

0.007077 

C29F 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.028725 

0.007077 

C29G 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.028725 

0.007077 

C29H 

C.  FT 

Non-instruct. 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.028725 

0.007077 

C29I 

C.  . FT 

Non-instruct. 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.028725 

0.007077 

C29J 

G.  . FT 

Non-  instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

16 

0.028725 

0.007077 

AID 

A.  Preface 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

26 

0.029817 

0.005760 

B15 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

871 

26 

0.029851 

0.005766 

Bloc 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

22 

0.030303 

0.006362 

C29K 

C.  FT 

Non-instruct. 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

17 

0.030521 

0.007289 

C29L 

C.  FT 

Non-instruct. 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

17 

0.030521 

0.007289 

C29M 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

17 

0.030521 

0.007289 

B18E 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

871  . 

27 

0.030999 

0.005873 

C29D 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

Q29 

557 

18 

0.032316 

0.007493 

C290 

C..  FT 

Non-instruct. 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

18 

0.032316 

0.007493 

B2F 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

29 

. 0.033295 

0.006079 

B18F 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

871 

30  . 

0.034443  ■ 

0.006179 

B12B1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

493 

17 

0.034483 

0.008218 

B16A1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

308 

11 

0.035714 

0.010574 

C29N 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . . 

2.  Q15 

Q29 

557 

20- 

0.035907 

0.007884 

D43 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

32 

0.037296 

0.006469 

B16H1 

■ B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

236 

9 

0.038136 

0.012467 

B12A1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

654 

25 

0.038226 

0.007498 

B6B 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

28 

0.038567  ■ 

0.007147 

B13C1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

775 

30 

. 0.038710 

0.006929 

C28C 

C.  FT 

Non.- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557  . 

22 

0.039497 

0.008253 

D37J  . 

P.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

20 

0.040080 

0.008781 

D39 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

20 

0.040080 

0.008781 

C28A 

C.  FT 

Non-instruct. 

2.  Q15 . 

- 

Q29 

557 

23 

0.041293 

0.008430 

B14 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

36 

0.041332 

0.006745 

D37G 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

21 

0.042084 

0.008988 

B6C 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

32 

0.044077 

0.007618 

D37F 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

22 

0.044088 

0.009190 

1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N *=  number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  >=  NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

■RATE 

STDERR 

D37I 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

_ 

Q43 

499 

22 

0.044088 

0.009190 

D37K 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

22 

0.044088 

0.009190 

B13G1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

538 

24  • 

0.044610 

0.008900 

B13F1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

523 

24 

0.045889 

0.009150 

D37A 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

23 

0.046092 

0.009387 

D37B 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

23 

0.046092 

0.009387 

D37C 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

’ 499 

23 

0.046092 

0.009387 

D370 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

23/ 

0.046092 

0.009387 

C28B 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

26 

0.046679 

0.008938 

B13D1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

807 

38 

0.047088 

0.007457 

D37E 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

24 

0.048096 

0.009579 

D37H 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

24 

0.048096 

0.009579 

B9A 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

35 

0.048209 

0.007950 

C28D 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

27 

0.048474 

0.009100 

C28E 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557  ■ 

27 

0.048474 

0.009100 

B16K1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

391 

19 

0.048593 

0.010874 

D37D 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

25 

0.050100 

0.009766 

B13B1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

866 

44 

0.050808 

0.007463 

B9B 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

,726 

37 

0.050964 

0.008162 

D35C 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

480 

25 

0.052083 

0.010142 

B16C1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

436 

23 

0.052752 

0.010706 

B2B 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Qi4 

871 

46 

0.052813 

0.007578 

AC4 

A.  Preface 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

47 

0.053899 

0.007647 

D37L 

b.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

27 

0.054108 

0.010127 

D37N 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

27 

0.054108 

0.010127 

B16B1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

* 504 

28 

0.055556 

0.010203 

D37M 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

499 

28 

0.056112 

0.010302 

D35A 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

480 

27 

.0.056250 

0.010516 

D35E 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

480 

27 

0.056250 

0.010516 

B4 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

50 

0.057405 

0.007882 

C30 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

557 

32 

'0.057451 

0.009860 

B7B 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

42 

0.057851 

0.008665 

B2C 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

51 

0.058553 

0.007955 

B2D 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

51 

0.058553 

0.007955 

B18G 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

871 

51 

0.058553 

0.007955 

B13E1 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

834 

49 

0.058753 

0.008143 

D35D 

D.  PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

480 

29 

0.060417 

0,010875 

AC2 

A.  Preface 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

872 

53 

0.060780 

O'.  008091 

C29K1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

: 378  . 

23 

0.060847 

0.012295 

C27 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

34 

0.061041 

0.010144 

B6D 

B.  FT 

Instructional 

1 . Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

45 

0.061983 

0.008949 

C29C1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

497 

31 

0.062374 

0.010848 

B12C1 

B.  FT 

Ins  truct ional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

534 

34 

0.063670 

0.010566 

C29A1 

C.  FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

307 

20 

0.065147 

0.014085 

O 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N “ number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 

ITEM  SECTION  THIRD  N NR  RATE  STDERR 


B16D1  B.  FT  Instructional  2.  Q15 
D35B  D . PT  instructional  3 . Q30 
B13J1  B.  FT  Instructional  1.  Pre 
B13N1  B.  FT  Instructional  1.  Pre 
D42A  D.  PT  instructional  3.  Q30 
B19A  B . FT  Instructional  2 . Q15. 
B13M1  B . FT  Instructional  1 , Pre 
B2E  B.  FT  Instructional  1,  Pre 
B12E1  B.  FT  Instructional  1.  Pre 


ACl  A.  Preface  1 . Pre 
C29D1  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 2.  Q15 
B7A  B . FT  Instructional  1 . Pre 
B16G1  B.  FT  Instructional  2.  Q15 
B13L1  B.  FT  Instructional  1.  Pre 
D37K1  D.  PT  instructional  3.  Q30 
C29E1  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 2.  Q15 
B16E1  B . FT  Instructional  2 . Q15 
C28A1  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 2.  Q15 
B16F1  B . FT  Instructional  2 . Q15 
C29G1  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 2.  Q15 
C20A  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 2.  Q15 
B8B  B.  FT  Instructional  1.  Pre 
C29B1  C.  FT  Non- instruct.  2.  Q15 
C29F1  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 2.  Q15 
C31  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 3.  Q30 


D42E  D.  PT  instructional  3 . Q30 
D37P  D . PT  instructional  3 . Q30 
B13I1  B.  FT  Instructional  1.  Pre 
B17  B . FT  Instructional  2 . Q15 


C29H1  C.  FT  Non- instruct.  2.  Q15 
C28B1  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 2.  Q15 
B18C  B.  FT  Instructional  2.  Q15 
C23B  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 2.  Q15 
C29N1  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 2.  Q15 
C32B  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 3.  Q30 
C32H  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 3.  Q30 
C32I  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 3.  Q30 
C32J  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 3.  Q30 
C32K  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 3.  Q30 
C320  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 3.  Q30 
AC3  A.  Preface  1.  Pre 
B18H  B . FT  Instructional  2 . Q15 
C32A  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 3.  Q30 
C32C  C.  FT  Non- instruct . 3.  Q30 


Q29 

413 

27 

0.065375 

0.012163 

Q43 

480 

32 

0.066667 

0.011386 

Q14 

119 

8 

0.067227 

0.022955 

Q14 

698 

47 

0.067335 

0.009485 

Q43 

858 

62 

0.072261 

0.008839 

Q29 

317 

23 

0.072555 

0.014570 

Q14 

614 

45 

0.073290 

0.010517 

Q14 

871 

64 

0.073479 

0.008841 

Q14 

258 

19 

0.073643 

0.016261 

Q14 

872 

65 

0.074541 

0.008894 

Q29 

521 

39 

0.074856 

0.011529 

Q14 

726 

56 

0.077135 

0.009902 

Q29 

232 

18 

0.077586 

0.017564 

Q14 

771 

60 

0.077821 

0.009648 

Q43 

346 

27 

0.078035 

0.014420 

Q29 

534 

42 

0.078652 

0.011649 

Q29 

430 

34 

0.079070 

0.013013 

Q29 

427 

34 

0.079625 

0.013101 

Q29 

238 

19 

0.079832 

0.017568 

Q29 

346 

28 

0.080925 

0.014662 

Q29 

557 

46 

0.082585 

0.011663 

Q14 

726 

60 

0.082645 

0.010219 

Q29 

553 

46 

0.083183 

0.011743 

Q29 

344 

29 

0.084302 

0.014980 

Q43 

557 

47 

0.084381 

0.011777 

Q43 

858 

73 

0.085082 

0.009525 

Q43 

499 

44 

0.088176 

0.012693 

Q14 

102 

9 

0.088235 

0.028084 

Q29 

871 

77 

0.088404 

0.009619 

Q29 

224 

20 

0.089286 

0.019053 

Q29 

339 

31 

0.091445 

0.015655 

Q29 

871 

80 

0.091848 

0.009786 

Q29 

322 

30 

0.093168 

0.016198 

Q29 

440 

41 

0.093182 

0.013858 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.093248 

0.016489 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.093248 

0.016489 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.093248 

0.016489 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.093248 

0.016489 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.093248 

0.016489 

Q43 

311 

29 

0.093248 

0.016489 

Q14 

872 

82 

0.094037 

0.009884 

Q29 

871 

84 

0.096441 

0.010002 

Q43 

311 

30 

0.096463 

0.016741 

Q43 

311 

30 

0.096463 

0.016741 

1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  “ number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  « item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  « standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

C32D 

c. 

FT 

SECTION 
Non- instruct. 

THIRD 
3.  Q30  - 

Q43 

N 

311 

NR 

30 

RATE 

0.09646 

STDERR 

0.016741 

C32F 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

311 

30 

0.09646 

0.016741 

C32G 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

311 

30 

0.09646 

0.016741 

C28C1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

348 

34 

0.09770 

0.015916 

D37B1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

367 

36 

0.09809 

0.015526 

C26B 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

32 

0.09938 

0.016672 

C32E 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

311 

31 

0.09968 

0.016987 

B18B 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

871 

88 

0.10103 

0.010212 

D37C1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

292 

30 

0.10274 

0.017768 

C32L 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

311 

32 

0.10289 

0.017228 

C32N 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

311 

32 

0.10289 

0.017228 

C26A 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

34 

0.10559 

0.017126 

C26C 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

34 

0.10559 

0.017126 

C32M 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

311 

33 

0.10611 

0.017464 

B16M1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

325 

35 

0.10769 

0.017195 

C29M1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

388 

42 

0.10825 

0.015773 

B16L1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

369  ^ 

40 

0.10840 

0.016184 

C22A 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322  " 

35 

0.10870 

0.017346 

D35A1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

293 

32 

0.10922 

0.018222 

D37A1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

237 

26. 

0.10970 

0.020300 

D42F 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

95 

0.11072 

0.010713 

C23A 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

36 

0.11180 

0.017561 

C29L1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

483 

54 

0.11180 

0.014339 

D41 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

96 

0.11189 

0.010762 

B1301 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

237 

27 

0.11392 

0.020638 

D35C1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

321 

38 

0.11838 

0.018031 

B8A 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

86 

0.11846 

0.011993 

B16N1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

252 

30 

0.11905 

0.020400 

B7C 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

726 

89 

0.12259 

0.012172 

C20F 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

557 

69 

0.12388 

0.013959 

C23C 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

40 

0.12422 

0.018381 

C25A 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct , 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

40 

0.12422 

0.018381 

D40B1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

181 

23 

0.12707 

0.024756 

C25B 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct. 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

41 

0.12733 

0.018576 

D37E1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

278 

36 

0.12950 

0.020137 

B18I 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

871 

115 

0.13203 

0.011471 

B16J1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

68 

9 

0.13235 

0.041095 

B12D1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

150 

20 

0.13333 

0.027756 

C22B 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

43 

0.13354 

0.018956 

C22C 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2.  Q15 

- 

Q29 

322 

43 

0.13354 

0.018956 

D42G 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

858 

116 

0.13520 

0.011673 

D37D1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

272 

37 

0.13603 

0.020787 

D35B1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3.  Q30 

- 

Q43 

256 

35 

0.13672 

0.021472 

B3 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

1.  Pre 

- 

Q14 

871 

121 

0.13892 

0.011719 

O 

ERIC 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = nyunber  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

C2901 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

D42B 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D42C 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D37H1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

C24A 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C24B 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C32K1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32C1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C22D 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C32B1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

D37F1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

C32D1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C20B 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

D42H 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

B1601 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

2 

C32E1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

BllA 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

1 

B18D 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

2 

D37L1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

C20C 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C20D 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

D37G1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

C20E 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

D40B 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D42I 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

C28E1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

D37N1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D37M1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

AC6 

A. 

Preface 

1 

C32A1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

D42D 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

D40A 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

C29J1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

AC5 

A. 

Preface 

1 

D43A 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

C32L1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

C32H1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

D35E1 

D. 

PT 

ins  true  t i onal 

3 

C29I1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2 

C32M1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

B16I1 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

2 

D40A1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

C32F1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3 

D38 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3 

THIRD  N NR  RATE 


Q15  - 

Q29 

157 

22 

0.14013 

Q30  - 

Q43 

858 

121 

0.14103 

Q30  - 

Q43 

858 

121 

0.14103 

Q30  - 

Q43 

198 

28 

0.14141 

Q15  - 

Q29 

322 

46 

0.14286 

Q15  - 

Q29 

322 

46 

0.14286 

Q30  - 

Q43 

228 

33 

0.14474 

Q30  - 

Q43 

254 

37 

0.14567 

Q15  - 

Q29 

322 

47 

0.14596 

Q30  - 

Q43 

272 

41 

0.15074 

Q30  - 

Q43 

168 

26 

0.15476 

Q30  - 

Q43 

239 

38 

0.15900 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

90 

0.16158 

Q30  - 

Q43 

858 

142 

0.16550 

Q15  - 

Q29 

118 

20 

0.16949 

Q30  - 

Q43 

247 

42 

0.17004 

Pre  - 

Q14 

498 

85 

0.17068 

Q15  - 

Q29 

871 

149 

0.17107 

Q30  - 

Q43 

250 

43 

0.17200 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

97 

0.17415 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

97 

0.17415 

Q30  - 

Q43 

153 

27 

0.17647 

Q15  - 

Q29 

557 

101 

0.18133 

Q30  - 

Q43 

388 

71 

0.18299 

Q30  - 

Q43 

858 

160 

0.18648 

Q15  - 

Q29 

171 

33 

0.19298 

Q30  - 

Q43 

212 

41 

0.19340 

Q30  - 

Q43 

224 

44 

0.19643 

Pre  - 

Q14 

872 

172 

0.19725 

Q30  - 

Q43 

172 

34 

0.19767 

Q30  - 

Q43 

858 

170 

0.19814 

Q30  - 

Q43 

388 

77 

0.19845 

Q15  - 

Q29 

94 

19 

0.20213 

Pre  - 

Q14 

872 

177 

0.20298 

Q30  - 

Q43 

213 

45 

0.21127 

Q30  - 

Q43 

220 

47 

0.21364 

Q30  - 

Q43 

144 

31 

0.21528 

Q30  - 

Q43 

138 

30 

0.21739 

Q15  - 

Q29 

77 

18 

0.23377 

Q30  - 

Q43 

196 

46 

0.23469 

Q15  - 

Q29 

41 

10 

0.24390 

Q30  - 

Q43 

245 

60 

0.24490 

Q30  - 

Q43 

146 

37 

0.25342 

Q30  - 

Q43 

499 

128 

0.25651 

STDERR 

0.027703 

0.011882 

0.011882 

0.024763 

0.019501 

0.019501 

0.023301 

0.022135 

0.019676 

0.021694 

0.027904 

0.023653 

0.015595 

0.012687 

0.034539 

0.023903 

0.016859 

0.012760 

0.023868 

0.016069 

0.016069 

0.030820 

0.016325 

0.019630 

0.013297 

0.030179 

0.027126 

0.026545 

0.013475 

0.030366 

0.013608 

0.020248 

0.041421 

0.013621 

0.027970 

0.027634 

0.034251 

0.035112 

0.048231 

0.030272 

0.067066 

0.027473 

0.035999 

0.019550 


1.  Institution  Questionnaire: 

Item  Nonresponse  Rates,  Sorted  by  RATE 
By  Section  and  Third  of  Questionnaire 
N = number  of  eligible  unit  respondents 
NR  = number  of  item  nonresponses 
RATE  = NR/N  = item  nonresponse  rate 
STDERR  = standard  error  of  rate 


ITEM 

SECTION 

THIRD 

N 

NR 

RATE 

STDERR 

C32N1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

159 

41 

0.25786 

0.034693 

C32G1 

c. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

149 

39 

0.26174 

0.036012 

D37J1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

84 

22 

0.26190 

0.047972 

C28D1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

QI5 

- 

Q29 

113 

30 

0.26549 

0.041541 

D40C 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

388 

108 

0.27835 

0.022753 

C27A 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

2. 

QI5 

- 

Q29 

279 

78 

0.27957 

0.026868 

C33 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

530 

163 

0.30755 

0.020045 

D3701 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

91 

28 

0.30769 

0.048382 

B4A 

B. 

FT 

Instructional 

I. 

Pre 

- 

Q14 

288 

89 

0.30903 

0.027229 

D40A2 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

245 

90 

0.36735 

0.030799 

C3201 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

80 

31 

0.38750 

0.054468 

D35D1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

78 

31 

0.39744 

0.055410 

D37I1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

51 

22 

0.43137 

0.069351 

C32J1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

67 

30 

0.44776 

0.060750 

D40B2 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

181 

93 

0.51381 

0.037151 

D40C2 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

174 

93 

0.53448 

0.037815 

D37P1 

D. 

PT 

instructional 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

80 

45 

0.56250 

0.055463 

C33A 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

297 

173 

0.58249 

0.028615 

C32I1 

C. 

FT 

Non- instruct . 

3. 

Q30 

- 

Q43 

45 

29 

0 . 64444 

0.071358 
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Appendix  K 

Letters  and  Forms  for  Institution  Recruitment 

Letter  to  Chief  Administrative  Officer 

Letter  to  Institutional  Official 

Confirmation  Form 

Faculty  List  Documentation  Form 
Checklist  (reverse  side  of  Faculty  List  Documentation  Form) 

Instructions  for  Preparing  Lists  of  Faculty 

Instructions  for  Preparing  Machine-Readable  Lists  of  Faculty 

Affidavit  of  Nondisclosure 

1993  NSOPF  Brochure 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  DF  EDUCATION 
OFFICE  OF  EDUCATIONAL  RESEARCH  AND  IMPROVEMENT 

NATIONAL  CEN  , FOR  EDUCATION  STATISTICS 


VSOPF-93 

Indoned  by: 

Vnericofi  Association 
for  Higher  Education 

imerican  Association  of 
Communiry  and  Junior 
CoUeges 

imerican  Association  of  State 
Colleges  and  Universities 

imerican  Association  of 
Vruversiry  professors 

imerican  Federation 
of  Teachers 

issoeiation  for  Institutional 
Research 

issoeiation  of  American 
Colleges 

iuodation  of  Catholic 
Colleges  and  Universities 

College  and  University 
Personnel  Association 

The  College  Board 

Council  of  Graduate  Schools 

hlationai  Association  for 
Equal  Opportunity  in 
Higher  Education 

National  institute  of 
independent  Colleges 
and  Universities 

National  Education 
Association 

The  United  Negro  College 
Fund,  Inc, 


Octobers,  1992 


Dear  Chief  Administrative  Officer: 

The  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  (NCES)  is  conducting  the  second  cycle  of  the 
National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  (NSOPF-93)  with  support  from  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Humanities  and  the  National  Science  Foundation.  This  will^e  the  most 
comprehensive  study  of  higher  education  faculty  ever  undertaken.  Your  institution  has  been 
selected-as  pan  of  a national  probability  sample  of  higher  education  institutions  and  faculty- 
for  inclusion  in  NSOPF-93,  and  I am  asking  for  your  participation  in  this  important  research. 

Higher  education  faculty  have  a major  influence  on  our  nation’s  youth  and  they  perform 
much  of  the  research  and  development  upon  which  the  nation’s  technological  advancement 
depends.  Thus,  it  is  essential  to  understand  who  they  are;  what  they  do;  and  whether,  how, 
and  why  they  are  changing.  NSOPF-93  will  provide  a profile  of  faculty  in  two-  and  four- 
year  higher  education  institutions,  and  will  gather  information  on  the  backgrounds, 
responsibilities,  workloads,  salaries,  benefits,  and  anitudes  of  both  full-  and  part-time, 
instructional  and  non-instructional  faculty.  NCES  has  contracted  with  the  Naion^  Opinion 
Research  Center  (NORC)  at  the  University  of  Chicago  to  carry  out  the  study. 

As  a participating  institution,  you  are  requested  to: 

. Designate  an  individual  to  act  as  your  institution’s  coordinator.  This  person  will  act 
as  a liaison  with  NORC  staff,  and  will  also  provide  NORC  with  the  list  of  faculty  at 
your  institution,  which  will  serve  as  a sampling  frame  from  which  individual  faculty 
members  will  be  randomly  selected.  The  enclosed  materials  from  NORC  include 
instructions  for  the  Institutional  Coordinator  and  should  make  compiling  the  list  a 
relatively  quick  and  easy  task.  Please  forward  the  NORC  folder,  Including  the  list 
preparation  instructions  and  forms,  to  your  designated  Institutional  Coordinator  as 
soon  as  possible. 

. Name  an  Institutional  Respondent-an  academic  official,  such  as  a provost  or  dean 
of  academic  affairs— who  can  best  respond  to  questions  about  your  institution’s 
characteristics,  policies,  and  practices.  A questionnaire  will  be  sent  to  this  individual 
at  a later  date. 

. Complete  the  enclosed  Confirmation  Form,  with  the  names  and  campus  addresses  and 
telephone  numbers  of  the  person(s)  you  have  designated  as  the  Institutional 
Coordinator  and  Respondent,  and  return  it  to  NORC  within  five  days. 


-over 


WASHINGTON,  D C.  20208— 
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Data  provided  by  your  institution  and  by  sampled  faculty  will  be  held  in  strictest  confidence,  ’.idividual 
responses,  and  all  information  that  would  permit  the  identification  of  individuals  or  institutions,  will  be  protected 
by  the  Family  Educational  Rights  Privacy  Act  of  1976,  and  by  Section  406(d)  of  the  General  Education  Provisions 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Hawkins-Stafford  Education  amendments  of  1988,  Public  Law  100*297.  Responses  will 
be  used  only  in  statistical  summaries,  and  individual  responses  will  not  be  disclosed  to  any  person  or  group,  either 
within  the  sample  institution  or  outside  it. 

While  your  participation  is  voluntary,  it  is  critical  if  we  are  to  obtain  nationally  representative  samples  of  higher 
education  institutions  and  their  faculty.  Data  collection  procedures  and  questionnaires  have  been  developed  to 
minimize  burden  on  institution  staff. 

If  you  have  questions  or  comments  concerning  the  study  or  this  request,  please  contact  the  Project  Director,  Dr. 
Sameer  Abr^am  of  the  National  Opinion  Research  Center  at  the  University  of  Chicago,  toll-free  at  1-800-733- 
NORC  or  the  NCES  Project  Officer,  Linda  Zimbler,  at  (202)  219-1834. 

I appreciate  your  interest  in  this  important  and  useful  study,  and  I thank  you  for  your  panicipation.  When  the 
project  is  completed,  NCES  will  send  you  a copy  of  the  final  analytic  report. 


Sincerely, 


Emerson  J.  Elliott 
Commissioner 


Enclosures 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
OFFICE  OF  EDUCATIONAL  RESEARCH  AND  IMPROVEMENT 

NATIONAL  CENTER  FOR  EDUCATION  STATISTICS 


NSOPF^93 

Endorsed  by: 

American  Associanon 

^or  Higher  Educaaon 

American  Association  of 
Commuinry  and  Junior 
Colleges 

American  Association  of  State 
Colleges  and  Universities 

American  Association  of 
University  Professors 

American  Federation 
of  Teachers 

Association  for  institutional 
Research 

Association  of  American 
Colleges 

Association  of  Catholic 
Colleges  and  Universides 

College  and  University 
Personnel  Association 

Vie  College  Board 

Council  of  Graduate  Schools 

National  Association  for 
Opponuniry  in 
Higher  Education 

National  Institute  of 
independent  Colic fes 
and  Umversiaes 

National  Education 
Association 

Vie  United  Negro  College 
Fund.  Inc. 


October  5,  1992 


Dear  Institutional  Official: 

The  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  (NCES)  is  conducting  the  second  cycle  of  the 
National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  (NSOPF-93)  with  support  from  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Humanities  and  the  National  Science  Foundation.  This  will  be  the  most 
comprehensive  study  of  higher  education  faculty  ever  undertaken.  Your  institution  has  been 
selected-as  pan  of  a national  probability  sample  of  higher  education  institutions  and  faculty- 
for  inclusion  in  NSOPF-93. 

Higher  education  faculty  have  a major  influence  on  our  nation’s  youth  and  they  perform 
much  of  the  research  and  development  upon  which  the  nation’s  technological  advancement 
depends.  Thus,  it  is  essential  to  understand  who  they  are;  what  they  do;  and  whether,  how, 
and  why  they  are  changing.  NSOPF-93  will  provide  a profile  of  faculty  in  two-  and  four- 
year  higher  education  institutions,  and  will  gather  information  on  the  backgrounds, 
responsibilities,  workloads,  salaries,  benefits,  and  attitudes  of  both  full-  and  pan-time, 
instructional  and  non-instructional  faculty.  NCES  has  contraaed  with  the  National  Opinion 
Research  Center  (NORC)  at  the  University  of  Chicago  to  carry  out  the  study. 

You  have  been  designated  by  your  institution’s  Chief  Administrative  Officer  as  the 
Coordinator  for  NSOPF-93.  As  the  institutional  coordinator,  I would  appreciate  your 
assistance  in  preparing  a list  of  faculty  who  were  employed  by  your  institution  during  the  fall 
1992  academic  term. 

This  NORC  folder  contains  instructions  for  preparing  lists  of  faculty.  The  lists  will  serve  as 
a sampling  frame  from  which  individual  faculty  members  at  your  institution  will  be  randomly 
selected.  Your  faculty  list  should  be  accompanied  by  a completed  Faculty  List  Documentation 
Form,  and  any  other  documentation  necessary  to  interpret  the  list.  We  ask  that  you  provide 
the  list  in  both  hard  copy  and  machine-readable  versions;  NORC  has  provided  instructions 
for  preparing  the  list  and  electronic  files.  NORC  will  need  to  receive  the  list  of  faculty  no 
later  than  October  30.  1992.  I am  also  asking  that  you  include  in  your  mailing  a fall  1992 
direaory  of  faculty. 

Data  provided  by  your  institution  and  by  sampled  faculty  will  be  held  in  strictest 
confidence.  Individual  responses,  and  all  information  that  would  permit  the  identification 
of  individuals  or  institutions,  will  be  protected  by  the  Family  Educational  Rights  and  Privacy 
Aa  of  1976  and  Section  406(d)  of  the  General  Education  Provisions  Act,  as  amended  by  the 
Hawkins-Stafford  Education  amendments  of  1988,  Public  Law  100-297.  Responses  will  be 
used  only  in  statistical  summaries,  and  individual  responses  will  not  be  disclosed  to  any 
person  or  group,  either  within  your  institution  or.  outside  it. 


V • 

-over- 
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To  conform  wiUi  these  confidentiality  protections,  please  sign  and  notarize  the  enclosed  NCES  Affidavit  of 
Nondisclosure.  In  signing  this  Affidavit,  you  are  pledging  that  any  information  you  may  obtain  regarding  faculty 
in  the  NSOPF  sample  will  not  be  released  by  you  to  anyone  at  your  institution  or  elsewhere. 

I understand  that  your  institution  may  have  provisions  against  releasing  certain  types  of  information;  please 
Mntact  NORC  at  the  toll-free  number  below  if  your  institution  has  such  provisions  concerning  any  of  the 
information  requested.  Once  NORC  has  mailed  questionnaires  to  the  faculty  sample  members  from  your 
institution,  you  may  be  asked  for  your  assistance  in  prompting  these  individuals  to  complete  the  survey  by  the 
scheduled  due  date.  ^ 

Public  reporting  burden  for  this  information  is  estimated  to  average  one  hour  per  response,  including  the  time 
for  reviewing  instructions,  identifying  data  sources,  gathering  the  data,  and  completing  and  reviewing  the 
collection  of  information.  Send  comments  regarding  this  burden  estimate  or  any  other  aspea  of  this  collection 
of  information,  including  suggestions  for  reducing  this  burden,  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  Information 
Management  and  Compliance  Division,  Washington,  D.C.  20202-4651;  and  to  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  Paperwork  Reduction  Project  1850-0665,  Washington,  D.C.  20503. 

If  you  have  questions  or  comments  concerning  the  study  or  about  preparing  the  lists,  please  contact  the  Project 
Director,  Dr.  Sameer  Abraham  of  the  National  Opinion  Research  Center  at  the  University  of  Chicaeo  toll-free 
at  1-800-733-NORC. 

I appreciate  your  interest  in  this  important  and  useful  study,  and  I thank  you  again  for  your  participation. 

When  the  project  is  completed,  NCES  will  send  your  institution  a copy  of  the  final  analytic  report. 


Sincerely, 


Emerson  J.  El  lion 
Commissioner 


Enclosures 


OMU  f 185(M}665 
Ex(Nr:4Uuu:  12/V3 


[TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  THE  CHIEF  ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICERl 


NOKC  45S2 
SrpiciBb«r  ml 


1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  (NSOPF-93) 


Correct  label  iofonnation: 
(Write  io  any  addreu 
corrections  on  or  alongside 
ihe  label) 


Pkaso  type  or  print 


Name  of  Chief  Admtaisndve  Officer 

(if  UiiTerent  from  above)  Last  Fim 

Name  of  Ifttrimtion 


f^lease  return  the  white  and  yellow  eopia  ef  this  form  to  the  gO¥emment  contraaor  within  5 daye.  You  may  fax  the  form,  or 
return  it  in  the  prt^paid  enyrelope  provided. 


Fax  form  to: 

Dr.  Sameer  Y.  Abraham 
NORC»  Uoivenity  of  Chicago 
NSOPF-93  (4552) 

(312)  753-7886 


Mail  form  Co: 

Dr.  Samoer  Y.  Abraham 
Projoei  Director,  NSOPF-93  (4552) 
NORC,  Univeiaiiy  of  Chicago 
1525  Eait  55th  Street 
Chicago,  llliaoia  60615 


o 

ERIC 


Thank  you  again  for  your  cooperation 
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OiurUftuum:  Whiti  - NORC  YtOow  - NORC  ftafr  - Inttuuaou  Copy 


RFST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


0MB  #:!(S(M»665 
Cs  piniDoa:  12/93 


(TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  THE  INSTITUTIONAL  COORDINATOR] 


NORC  4552 
September  1992 


I^^Fa^lty  List  Documen^^ 

1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  (NSOPF-93) 


Correct  label  ioforiDaUoo: 
(Write  io  any  address 
correciioos  on  or  alongside 
the  label) 


Fltast  complete  both  sides  of  this  form  and  return  U aiong  with  the  comp/ere  faculty  lists. 

1.  InsUtutionat  coordinator  iDformatiOD: 


2.  How  many  individuals  and/or  ofllces  provided  Inrormatlon  for  the  faculty  lists? 

3.  For  each  separate  Individual  and/or  oRlce  (e^^  payroll,  personnel,  etc.)  providing  data,  list  below  the  name,  title,  and 
telephone  number  of  a person  we  can  contact  should  we  have  any  questions  concerning  the  Usts. 


4.  Please  indicate  the  fomat  of  the  faculty  Usts. 

D Hard  copy  ^ How  many  different  hard  copy  lists  art  being  subinUted? 

rn  Floppy  disk  ^ Please  complete  the  Instructions  for  Preparing  Machine-Readable  Lists  of  Faculty /omi. 

O Computer  Upe  ^ Please  complete  the  Instructions  for  Preparing  Machine-Readable  Usu  of  Faculty /arm. 
n Other  Please  explain: 
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PLEASE  COMPLETE  THE  REVERSE  PACE 


OMB  / .S50^5 
Ci^^doo:  12;9J 


[TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  THE  INSTITUTIONAL  COORDINATOR] 


NORC  «5J 
Sfpicmber  1992 


Checklist 


1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecc.  ^ary  Faculty  (NSOPF-93) 


Ptejsi  complete  the  checklbt  below  and  return  it  with  Uie  faculty  lists  and  supplementa/y  materials.  If  you  have  any  questions  about  any 
of  the  items  listed,  please  call  Dr.  Satneer  Y.  Abraham,  toll-free,  at  I-(SOO)  7X^-NORC 


THE  Packet  you  return  to  us  should  include  the  following  items 


ED  Complete  lisu  of  faculty  and  loslructiooaJ  oon- faculty  (bard  copy  and  m a chine -readable  versions) 
ED  Completed  Faculty  List  Documeotaiioo  Form  (on  the  reverse  side  of  this  checklist) 

^D  Dircaory  of  faculty  and  staff 

LD  Notarized  affidavit  sigBed  by  the  institutional  coordinator 


TO  BE  COMPLETE  THE  FACULTY  LIST  SHOULD  INCLUDE  THE  FOLLOWING  CATEGORIES  OF  PERSONNEL 

LJ  Full-time  instructional  personnel  with  faculty  status 
LJ  Part-time  instructional  personnel  with  faculty  status 
^D  Temporary  instructional  personnel  with  faculty  status 

ED  Permanent  and  temporary  personnel  who  have  instruoionnl  duties  but  no  faculty  status 

□ Full-time  /ion-instructional  personnel  with  faculty  status 

□ Part-time  non-instructional  persnnnel  with  faculty  status 
ED  Temporary  non- instructional  personnel  with  faculty  status 
LJ  Faculty  and  other  instruaional  personnel  on  sabbatical  leave 


FOR  Each  person  listed,  the  following  data  is  requested 


LJ  Campus  addresses  and  telephone  numbers  (indicate  main  mailing  address) 

LJ  Home  addresses  and  telephone  numbers  (indicate  mailing  address) 

LJ  Department/ program  affiliation  (e.g^  English,  Engiaeering,  Education) 

^D  Academic  field  or  teaching  discipline  (e.g^  American  Literature,  Chemical  Engineering,  Botany) 
^D  Race/ethnioty 
Q Gender 

^D  Full-time  or  part-time  status 
ED  Employee  ID  number 


5.  Is  there  any  additional  information  faculty  designations,  abbreviations,  codes,  etc.)  which  would  assist  us  in  reading  the 
lists?  Please  explain,  and  Include  any  necessary  ducumcnlatloo  with  the  lists. 


Return  this  form  and  other  documentatioo  to: 

Dr.  Sameer  Y.  Abraham 
Project  Director,  NSOPF-93  (4532) 
NORC,  University  of  Chicago 
1525  East  55th  Street 
Chicago,  Illinois  60615 


0MB  #1850-0665 
Expiration:  LZ/93 


NORC  4552 
September  1992 


Instructions  for  Preparing  Lists  of  Faculty 


Fall  1992  Academic  Term 

1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Facility  (NSOPF-93) 


The  list  of  faculty  that  you  provide  will  be  used  in  randomly  selecting  a national  sample  to  represent  all 
faculty  in  higher  education  institutions  in  the  country.  To  ensure  a scientifically  accurate  sample,  it  is 
extremely  important  that  you  follow  the  instructions  below  in  preparing  your  institution’s  list.  Because 
postsecondary  education  institutions  vary  widely  in  their  organizational  structures  and  staffing  patterns, 
we  realize  that  some  of  the  criteria  presented  below  may  not  apply  to  your  institution.  Also,  different 
institutions  use  different  definitions  of  "faculty"  and  "non-faculty"  positions,  "temporary"  and 
"permanent"  status,  and  "full-time"  and  "part-time"  stams.  In  reading  the  instructions,  please  interpret 
these  terms  according  to  your  instimion 's  usage.  Should  you  have  any  questions  about  the  classification 
of  personnel,  or  whether  they  should  or  should  not  be  included  in  the  lists,  we  urge  you  to  contact  us  at 
l-(800)  733-6672. 

1.  The  fall  1992  academic  term  is  that  term  which  includes  the  date  October  15, 1992. 

2.  EXCLUDE  the  following  categories  personnel  on  your  faculty  list: 

. thost  full-  and  part-time  personnel  whose  regular  assignment  includes  instruction 

. those  full-  and  part-time  faculty  whose  regular  assignment  includes  only  research 

. permanent  and  temporary  ^ulty,  including  those  who  have  adjunct,  acting,  or  visiting  status 

. permanent  and  temporary  personnel  who  have  any  instructional  duties,  including  those  who 
have  adjunct,  aaing,  or  visiting  status 

. feculty  and  instructional  personnel  on  sabbatical  leave 

. administrators  and  all  Other  personnel  who  have  Acuity  status. 

BUT  DO  NOT  INCLUDE  THE  FOLLOWING  EXCEPTIONS: 

. faculty  and  other  personnel  with  instructional  duties  outside  the  U.S.  (but  not  on  sabbatical 
leave) 

. temporary  replacements  for  instructional  and  non-instructional  personnel 
. faculty  and  other  instructional  and  non-instructional.  personnel  on  leave  without  pay 
. teaching  and  research  assistants 
. military  personnel  who  teach  only  ROTC  courses 
. instructional  personnel  supplied  by  independent  contractors 


-OVER- 


3.  For  each  person  listed,  please  provide  the  following  information: 

a.  Full  name 

b.  Camnus  address  and  telephone  number 

c.  Ho>  address  and  telephone  number 

d.  Department/program  stTfiliation  (e.g.,  English,  Engineering,  Education) 

e.  Academic  or  teaching  discipline  (e.g.,  American  Literature,  Chemical  Engineering, 
Botany) 

f.  Race/ethnidty: 

White  (not  of  Hispanic  origin) 

Black  (not  of  Hispanic  origin) 

Hispanic 

Asian  or  Padflc  Islander 
American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native 

g.  Gender 

h.  Full-  or  part-time  status 

i.  Employee  ID  number 


4.  If  this  information  is  not  available  on  a single  master  list,  please  submit  all  ^plicable  lists. 
Indicate  how  many  lists  are  being  submitted  in  item  [4]  of  the  Faculty  List  Documentation  Form. 

5.  Please  submit  the  lists  in  machine-readable  (i.e.,  diskette  or  computer  tape)  gQj}  hard  copy 
formats.  The  "Instructions  for  Preparing  Machine-Readable  Lists  of  Faculty"  provide  guidelines 
for  formatting  machine-teadable  files. 


6.  We  need  to  receive  your  lists  within  three  weeks  (or  sooner,  if  possible). 

7.  Please  also  include  a copy  of  your  fall  1992  directory  of  faculty  and  staff. 


If  you  have  any  questions  about  preparing  the  lists,  please  call  us  toll  free  at  1-(8(X))  733-6672. 


THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  COOPERATION 


OMD  #18S(M)M5 
ELBitiraiioii:  I2/9J 


(TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  THE  INSTITlfTION/U.  COORDINATORJ 


NDKC  4552 
S»|Mc«iii)vr  1992 


IP  Instructions  for  Preparing  Mnchine^ReadableTistTTf  Faculty 


1992-yj  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  (NSOPF-93) 


Flcase  follow  the  j^tidelines  below  when  preparing  mochine^readable  lists  of  faculty.  We  realize  that  computer  capabilities 
va/y  widely  across  utstitutions  and  that  some  of  these  ipndelines  cannot  be  niet;  be  sure  to  provide  documentation  to 
ilcscnbc  any  special  circumstances  or  de\nations  from  these  guidelines.  Fleas e also  enclose  a hard  copy  of  the  list  alony 
With  your  electrwuc  file  or  computer  tape. 


FOR  ALL  MACI11NE*R£ADAULE  FACULTY  LISTS  USE  THE  FOLLOWING  FILE  LAYOUT.  THE  FILE 
WILL  BE  READ  BASED  ON  COLUMNS  SPECIFIED  BY  THE  NUMBER  OF  CHARALTER.S.  DO  NOT 
USE  SPECIAL  CHARACTERS  OR  DELIMITERS.  KILL  ANY  ULVNK  FIELDS  WITH  THE  SYMBOL  ’S’. 


.Starting  Column  No. 

No.  of  Chnractcrs 

Field 

1 

25 

First  name 

26 

25 

Last  name 

51 

1 

Middle  initial 

52 

35 

Campus  address  line  1 

87 

35 

Campus  address  line  2 

122 

20 

Campus  city 

142 

2 

Campus  state 

144 

' 9 

Campus  zipcode 

153 

14 

Campus  telephone  number 

167 

35 

Home  address  line  1 

202 

35 

Hume  address  line  2 

237 

20 

Home  city 

257 

2 

Home  state 

259 

9 

Home  zipcode 

268 

10 

Home  telephone  number 

278 

9 

Employee  ID  number 

287 

20 

Academic  field  or  teaching  disctpline 

307 

20 

L^epartmenial/program  aiTUiation 

327 

1 

R^ce/eihnicity  code  1-5,  as  follows: 

!■  White  (not  of  Hispanic  origin) 

2"  Black  (nut  of  Hispanic  origin) 

3"  Mlspanic 

4 a Asian  or  Pacific  Islander 

5 ■ Aroertcao  lodiao  or  Alaskan  Native 

328 

1 

Gender  (l-malc,  2- female) 

329 

1 

Full-time  or  part-time  status  (1-fuU,  2- part) 

FLOPPY  DISKS  SHOULD  DE  PROVIDCU  IN  ASCII  FORMAT 

FLOPPY  DISKS  SHOULD  BE  FORMATTED  FOR  MS-DOS  3.0  (OR  LATER  VERSION) 

FOR  EACH  FACULTY  LIST  ON  COMPUTER  TAPE,  PLEASE  PROVIDE  THE  FOLLOWING 
INFORMATION: 


a.  Tape  label  (external,  VOL"SER) 

b.  Density  (BPI):  6250  1600 

t Recording  mode:  EBCDIC  ASCI! 

d.  lotemaJ  labeling:  none  labelled 

c.  Logical  record  length  Number  of  records 

L Record  formal  (FB,  for  Axed  block,  for  example)  ^ ^ _ 

g.  Sequential  tape  label  on  which  file  is  located 

h.  Data  set  name  (DSN,  if  any) 

FACULTY  LISTS  ON  COMPUTER  TAPE  SHOULD  BE  PROVIDED  ON  9 TR^VCK  TAPE 


Return  this  form  along  with  the  machine-readable  Ale,  hard  copy  lists,  and  other  documealallon  to; 


Dr.  Sameer  Y.  Abraham 
Project  Director,  NSOPF-93  (4552) 
NORC,  University  of  Chicago 
1525  East  55tb  Street  ^ 
Chicago,  Illinois  60C15 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
OFFICE  OF  EDUCATIONAL  RESEARCH  AND  IMPROVEMENT 

NATIONAL  CENTER  FOR  EDUCATION  STATISTICS 


OMB  #1850-0665 
Expiration:  12/93 


AFFIDAVIT  OF  NONDISCLOSURE 


To  be  completed  by  the  InstitutioruxI  Coovdinator:  The  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  requires  that  anyone 
who  may  have  access  to  data  or  to  the  identities  of  individual  sample  members  complete  this  form. 


(Please  type  or  print) 


(Title  of  Institutional  Coordinator) 


(Date) 


(Name  of  Institution) 


1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecondarv  Faculty 
(NCES  study) 


do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  when  given  access  to  the  subject  NCES  data  base  or 

other  information  about  individual  sample  members,  I will  not: 

(i)  use  or  reveal  any  individually  assembled  identifiabie  data  furnished,  acquired,  retrieved  or  assembled  by  me 
or  others,  under  the  provisions  of  Section  406  of  the  General  Education  Provisions  Act  (20  U.S.C.  1221e- 
1),  for  any  purpose  other  than  statistical  purposes  specified  in  the  NCES  survey,  project,  or  contract; 

Cii)  make  any  disclosure  or  publication  v^ereby  a sample  unit  or  survey  respondent  could  be  identified  or  the 
data  furnished  by  or  related  to  any  particular  person  under  this  section  can  be  identified; 

or 

(iii)  permit  anyone  other  than  the  individuals  authorized  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  National  Center  for 
Education  Statistics  to  examine  the  individual  reports. 


(Signature) 

The  penalty  for  unlawful  disclosure  is  a fine  of  not  more  than  S250,000  (under  18  U.S.C.  3SS9  and  3571)  or 
imprisonment  for  not  more  than  five  years,  or  both.  Hie  word  "swear"  should  be  stricken  out  wherever  it  ^ipears  when  a 
person  elects  to  affirm  the  affidavit  rather  than  to  swear  to  it. 

State  of 

County  of 

Signed  and  sworn  (or  affirmed)  before  me  on by 

(dale)  (name  of  person  making  statement) 


(signature  of  notary  public) 


WASHINGTON.  O.C.  20208— 


ENDORSEMENTS 


The  following  organizations  have  formally 
endorsed  NSOPF-93,  recognizing  the  study’s 
contribution  to  the  advancement  of  higher 
education: 

American  Association  for  Higher  Education 
American  Association  of  Community  and  Junior 
Colleges 

American  Association  of  State  Colleges  and 
Universities 

American  Association  of  University  Professors 
American  Federation  ofTeachers 
Association  for  Institutional  Research 
Association  of  American  Colleges 
Association  of  Catholic  Colleges  and  Universities 
College  and  University  Personnel  Association 
The  College  Board 
Council  of  Graduate  Schools 
National  Association  for  Equal  Opportunity  in 
Higher  Education. 

National  Institute  of  Independent  Colleges  and 
Universities 

National  Education  Association 
The  United  Negro  College  Fund,  Inc. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION 

Please  contact: 


1993 

NATIONAL 

STUDY 

OF 

POSTSECONDARY 

FACULTY 


Project  Director 

Dr..  Sameer  Abraham  (1*800-733^72) 

Associate  Project  Director 
NataUe  Suter  (1-800-733-6672) 

If  you  have  additional  questions,  please  call  the 
NCES  Project  Officer,  Linda  Zimbler  at  (202)  219- 
1834. 


Sponsored  by  the 

National  Center  for  Education  Statistics 
U.S.  Depanment  of  Education 

m'th  support  from  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities 
National  Science  Foundation 

Conduaedbythe 

National  Opinion  Research  Center 
University  of  Chicago 
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WHAT  IS  THE  NATIONAL  STUDY  OF 
POSTSECONDARY  FACULTY? 

Faculties  are  the  pivotal  resource  around 
which  postsecondary  education  revolves.  They 
determine  curriculum  content,  student 
performance  standards,  and  the  quality  of 
students'  preparation  for  careers.  Faculty 
members  perform  research  and  development 
work  upon  which  this  nation's  technological 
and  economic  advancement  depend.  Through  ■ 
their  public  service  activities,  they  also 
contribute  to  the  public  good.  For  these  reasons, 
it  is  essential  to  understand  who  they  are;  what 
they  do;  and  whether,  how,  and  why  they  are 
changing. 

The  1993  National  Smdy  of  Postsecondary 
Faculty  (NSOPF-93)  is  being  conducted  by  the 
National  Center  for  Education  Statistics 
(NCES),  with  suppon  from  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Humanities  and  the 
National  Science  Foundation,  to  respond' to 
the  continuing  need  for  data  on  higher 
education  faculty  and  instructors~those  who 
direaly  affect  the  quality  of  education  in 
postsecondary  institutions. 

The  1988  National  Survey  of  Postsecondary 
Faculty  (NSOPF-88)  generated  immediate 
interest  in  the  higher  education  community 
because  there  had  previously  been  very  little 
comprehensive  information  available  on  this 
key  national  resource.  This  second  cycle  will 
expand  the  information  base  about  faculty  in 
several  ways.  It  will  allow  for  comparisons  to 
be  made  over  time.  It  will  allow  for  more 
detailed  comparisons  among  faculty  in  various 
disciplines,  because  of  an  increase  in  the 
sample  size.  It  will  examine  critical  issues 
surrounding  faculty  that  have  developed  since 
the  1988  study,  and  it  will  describe  research 


faculty  as  well  as  instructional  faculty  in  higher 
education  instimtions. 

The  smdy  is  designed  to  address  a ■variety  of 
policy-relevant  issues  for  both  faculty  and 
instimtions,  including; 

• What  are  the  background 
charaaeristics  of  full-  and  part-time 
faculty? 

■ What  are  the  workloads  of  faculty  and 
how  is  their  time  allocated  between 
classroom  instruction  and  other 
activities? 

■ What  are  the  compensation  and  fringe 
benefit  packages  provided  to  faculty? 

How  important  are  other  sources  of 
income  or  income-in-kind? 

■ What  are  the  faculty’s  attimdes  and 
perceptions  about  their  professiou'al 
status,  smdent  preparation  for  college- 
level  work,  smdent  achievement,  ard 
other  issues? 

■ What  are  the  career  and  retirement 
plans  of  faculty? 

• How  many  full-  and  part-time  faculty 
are  there? 

• What  are  their  distributions  by  rank 
and  tenure? 

■ Have  instimtions  changed  their 
policies  on  granting  faculty  tenure? 

Are  changes  anticipated  in  the  future? 

• What  effea  does  policy  on  tenure  and 
retirement  have  on  career  paths? 

• What  benefits  and  retirement  plans  are 
available  to  frculty? 
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HOW  NSOPF-93  WELL  BE 
CONDUCTED 

The  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics 
has  contraaed  with  the  National  Opinion 
Research  Center  (NORC)  at  the  University  of 
Chicago  to  collea  the  data  for  this  study. 

NSOPF-93  includes  both  a pilot  test  and  a 
full-scale  study.  The  pilot  test  of  136 
institutions  and  640  faculty  was  conducted  in 
the  winter  and  spring  of  1992  to  refine  the  data 
colleaion  procedures  and  questionnaires.  The 
full-scale  study  of  a nation^y  representative 
sample  of  approximately  800  institutions  and 
more  than  32,000  faculty  will  be  conducted  in 
the  fall  of  1992  and  the  winter  and  spring  of 
1993. 

DATA  ANALYSIS  AND 
DISSEMINATION 

Data  collected  from  the  National  Study  of 
Postsecondary  Faculty  are  made  available  to  the 
public  in  various  ways: 

' Descriptive  reports  are  published 
throu^  NCES  on  selected  topics.  For 
example,  the  following  reports  were 
published  based  on  NSOPF-88  data: 
Institutional  Policies  and  Practices 
Regarding  Faculty  in  Higher 
Education;  A Descriptive  Report  of 
Academic  Departments  in  Higher 
Education  Institutions;  Faculty  in 
Higher  Education  Institutions,  1988; 
and  Profiles  of  Faculty  in  Higher 
Education  Institutions,  1988; 

* Special  tabulations  are  provided  to  the 
public. 


* Data  files  (without  identifying 
information)  are  released  to 
organizations  who  have  agreed  in 
writing  to  abide  by  the  confidentiality 
requirements  of  the  study,  and 

* Study  findings  are  presented  at 
conferences. 

FINDINGS  FROM  NSOPF-88 

The  following  are  examples  of  the 
information  obtained  from  NSOPF-88: 

* The  mean  age  of  full-time  faculty  at 
higher  education  institutions  in  1987- 
88  was  47  yean,  and  that  of  part-time 
faculty  was  44  years. 

* Across  all  instimtions  of  higher 
education,  whites  accounted  for  89 
percent  of  fuil-dme  faculty  and  90 
percent  of  pan-time  faculty.  Asian 
Americans  constimted  4 percent  of 
the  full-time  faculty,  blades  3 percent, 
Hispanics  2 percent,  and  American 
Indians  1 percent.  Minorities 
accounted  for  similar  proportions  of 
pan-time  faculty. 

* Men  made  up  73  percent  of  fiill-time 
faculty  and  56  percent  of  pan-dme 
faculty.  Among  full-time  faculty, 
research  universities  had  a 
significantly  higher  percentage  of  men 
(80  percent),  whereas  public  two-year 
institutions  had  a significantly  lower 
percenuge  (62  percent). 

* Sixty  percent  of  full-time  faculty  were 
tenured,  and  another  22  percent  were 
on  tenure  track. 

■ The  average  base  salary  for  full-time 
faculty  during  the  1987  calendar  year 
was  S39,439.  The  average  total 
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income-base  salary,  other  institutional 
income,  consulting,  and  other  outside 
income— was  S48,701.  For  part-time  faculty, 
the  average  base  salary  was  $6,829,  and 
the  average  total  income  was  $33,841, 
including  income  from  other  (perhaps 
full-time)  employment. 

• Forty-two  percent  of  the  full-time  faculty 
earned  some  income  from  consulting  and 
averaged  $7,886  per  year  in  consulting 
income.  Twenty-  eight  percent  of  the  full- 
time faculty  had  other  kinds  of.income 
averaging  $8,'4l2  from  these  sources. 

’ Among  full-time  faculty,  those  in 
private  research  universities  had  the 
highest  average  total  income  ($74,732). 
Faculty  in  public  research  universities  also 
had  higher  than  average  total  income 
($38,309).  Those  in  public  comprehensive, 
public  two-year,  and  liberal  arts  institutions 
had  lower  than  average  total  incomes, 
earning  $42,965.  $38,539,  and 
$32,740,  respectively. 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

The  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  is 
being  conduaed  in  compliance  with  the  mandate 
stated  in  section  406(g)  of  the  General  Education 
Provisions  Aa  (GEPA),  as  amended  by  the 
Hawkins-Stafford  Education  Amendn^ts  of 
1988  (PubUc  Law  100-297). 

The  Family  Educadon  Rights  and  Privacy  Act 
of  1974  [20  U.S.C.  1232g]  allows  the  release  of 
insdtudonal  record  information  to  the  Secretary 
of  Educadon  or  his  agent  without  prior  consent  of 
survey  members,  in  connection  with  the 
enforcement  of  Federal  legal  requirements  [20 
U.S.C.  1232g  (b)  (3)].  Since  NCES  is  an 
authorized  representadve  of  the  Secretary  of 


Education,  compliance  with  an  NCES  official 
request  for  informadon  consututes  compliance 
with  the  laws  cited  above. 

Stria  confidendality  of  all  informadon 
obtained  from  NSOPF  is  assured  by  current 
federal  laws  and  reguladons.  Public  Law  100- 
297  established  that  all  records  on  individuals 
must  be  kept  confidendal  by  NCES  and  its 
contractors  under  penalty  of  law.  Researchers 
are  subjea  to  fines  and  imprisonment  for  misuse 
or  disclosure  of  individual  data. 

Procedures  have  been  implemented  to  ensure 
confidentiality  and  privacy  of  all  information 
obtained.  Specifically: 

' AU  projea  staff  with  any  access  to  study  data 
have  signed  an  affidavit  of  nondisclosure 
which  subjects  them  to  possible  fines  and 
imprisonment  for  any  disclosure  of 
individual  responses. 

' All  electronic  data  are  maintained  in 
secure  and  proteaed  data  files,  and  all 
personaUy  identiiying  information  is 
maintained  in  files  separate  from  files 
containing  descriptive  informadon. 

■ Any  data  released  to  the  general  public 
(for  example,  stadsdcal  tables)  will  be 
tailored  so  that  it  is  not  possible  to 
idendiy  specific  individuals  or 
insdtutions. 


1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
Methodology  Report 


Appendix  L 

Letters  to  Faculty  Questionnaire  Respondents 


Initial  Cover  Letter  to  Faculty 
Second  Faculty  Questionnaire  Mailing 
Third  Faculty  Questionnaire  Mailing 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
OPrICE  OF  EDUCATIONAL  RESEARCH  AND  IMPROVEMENT 

NATIONAL  CENTER  FOR  EDUCATION  STATISTICS 


ySOPF-93 
Endontd  by: 

American  Auociojxon 
for  Hi^htr  EducaHon 

Amgrican  AMOcianon  of 
CdfnmunUy  and  Junior 
CoiUgts 

Amtrican  Assodadon  of  State 
CoiUges  and  Univerxidei 


Dear  Faculty  Member; 

I am  writing  to  ask  you  to  panicipate  in  the  1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
(NSOPF-93)  by  completing  the  enclosed  questionnaire.  Your  institution  has  provided  us  with 
a complete  list  of  its  faculty  from  which  your  name  was  randomly  selected.  As  pan  of  a 
nationally  representative  sample,  your  panicipation,  while  voluntary,  is  vital  to  the  study’s 
success. 


American  Astodadon  of 
University  Professors 

American  Federation 
of  Teachers 

Assodadonfor  insdmdonal 
Feseareh 

Assodadcn  of  American 
ColUges 

Assoetadon  of  CadtoUc 
CoUegts  and  Universities 

CoUege  and  University 
Personnei  Association 

The  CoUege  Board 

Council  of  Graduate  Schoois 


NSOPF-93  is  the  most  comprehensive  smdy  of  higher  education  faculty  ever  undertaken.  It 
will  collect  data  from  a nationally  representative  sample  of  32,000  faculty  in  800  higher 
education  institutions.  The  study  is  being  conducted  by  the  National  Center  for  Education 
Statistics  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  with  additional  suppon  from  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Humanities  and  the  National  Science  Foundation.  The  National  Opinion 
Research  Center  (NORC)  at  the  University  of  Chicago  has  been  commissioned  to  collect  the 
data  for  this  study. 

NSOPF-93  will  construct  a profile  of  faculty  by  gathering  information  on  the  backgrounds, 
responsibilities,  workloads,  salaries,  benents,  and  attitudes  of  both  full-  and  pan-time 
instructional  and  non-instructional  faculty  in  two-  and  four-year  higher  education  institutions. 
Because  faculty  directly  affect  the  qu^ity  of  education  in  colleges  and  universities  and 
perform  much  of  the  research  and  development  work  upon  which  the  nation’s  technological 
and  economic  advancement  depends,  it  is  essential  to  understand  who  they  are,  what  they  do, 
and  whether,  how,  and  why  they  are  changing.  The  enclosed  brochure  provides  additional 
information  about  the  smdy  and  its  goals. 


National  Assodadonfor 
t^ual  Opportunity  in 
Higher  Education 

National  Edueadon 
Assoeiadon 

National  tnsdxuu  of 
Independent  Colleges 
and  Universities 

Vie  United  Negro  CoUege 
Fund.  ine. 


Let  me  assure  you  that  your  responses  and  all  information  that  would  permit  identifrcation 
of  you  or  your  instimtion  will  be  kept  strictly  confidential  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  relevant  Federal  stamtes  governing  privacy  and  with  NCES*  legislative  mandate  to 
proten  the  confidentiality  of  its  respondents.  The  brochure  cites  the  relevant  stamtes. 

The  questionnaire  should  take  about  A5  minutes  to  complete.  You  may  send  comments 
concerning  this  estimate  or  any  other  aspect  of  this  collection  of  information,  including 
suggestions  for  reducing  the  time  needed  to  respond,  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education. 
Information  Management  and  Compliance  Division.  Washington.  D.  C.  20202-4651;  and  to 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  Paperwork  Reduction  Project  1850-0608.  Washington. 
D.  C.  20503. 


-over- 
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Please  rewrn  your  completed  Faculty  Questionnaire  in  the  accompanying  NORC  business-reply  envelope  within  the  next 
week.  [.  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the  questionnaire  or  "the  srudv.  please  contact  the  Project  Director  Dr 

Sameer  Abraham  of  NORC.  toll-free  at  1-800-733-NORC. 

I thank  you  for  your  panicipation  in  this  important  study. 


Sincerely, 


Emerson  J.  Elliott 
Commissioner 


Enclosures 


^SOFF-93 
'ndontd  by: 

\mtrican  Association 
for  Higher  L^iucanon 

\mcrican  Associadon  of 
Community  and  Junior 
ColUges 

\msriean  Aisociodon  of  State 
Colleges  and  Universities 

\merican  Association  of 
Unxrersiry  Professors 

Imerican  Federation 
of  Teachers 

\ssoeiation  for  Instisusional 
Research 

\ssoeiadon  of  America 
Colleges 

\ssoeiasion  ef  Catholic 
Colleges  and  Universities 

Zollege  and  University 
Personnel  Association 

^ College  Board 

Couneil  ef  Graduate  Schools 

Hadonal  Association  for 
Equal  Opponuniry  in 
Higher  Educanon 

national  Education 
Association 

nodonal  Insdsute  of 
independent  Colleges 
and  Universines 

The  United  Negro  College 
Fund.  inc. 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATIONAL  RESEARCH  AND  IMPROVEMENT 

NATIONAL  CENTER  FOR  EDUCATION  STATISTICS 


Dear  Colleague, 

I am  writing  to  ask  you  to  respond  to  the  1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
(NSOPF-93),  in  which  your  institution  is  panicipating. 

I want  to  thank  you  personally  if  you  have  already  completed  and  returned  your  Faculty 
Questionnaire.  If  you  did  not  receive  the  questionnaire,  or  have  not  yet  returned  it,  please 
complete  and  return  the  enclosed  copy  within  the  next  five  days. 

Faculty  direnly  affect  the  quality  of  education  in  postsecondary  instinitions  and  perform  much 
of  the  research  and  development  work  on  which  this  nation’s  technological  and  economic 
advancement  depends.  NSOPF-93  is  the  first  comprehensive  study  to  provide  a national 
profile  of  instructional  and  non-instructional  faculty  across  a broad  range  of  representative 
two-year,  four-year,  and  doctoral -granting  institutions.  It  is  also  the  first  to  include 
instructional  personnel  who  do  not  have  faculty  status. 

As  someone  who  plays  a crucial  role  in  higher  education,  we  are  certain  that  you  can 
appreciate  o>ir  need  to  obtain  a completed  questionnaire  from  each  sampled  faculty  member. 
You  were  scientifically  selected;  no  one  can  substitute  for  you.  Without  the  participation  of 
faculty  like  yourself,  ±e  results  of  this  study  wUl  not  adequately  represent  all  faculty  in  the 
nation. 

Individual  responses  and  all  information  that  would  permit  identification  of  individuals  or 
institutions  will  be  kept  strictly  confidential  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Family 
Educational  Rights  and  Privacy  Act  of  1976  and  Section  406(d)  of  the  General  Education 
Provisions  An,  as  amended  by  the  Hawkins-Stafford  Education  Amendments  of  1988,  Public 
Law  100-297.  Responses  will  be  used  only  in  statistical  summaries. 

I appreciate  your  contribution  to  this  very  important  research.  Should  you  have  any  questions, 
please  call  me  toll-free  at  1-800-733-6672. 


Sincerely, 


Sameer  Y.  AbcAam.  Ph.D. 
NSOPF-93  Project  Direnor 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
OFFICE  OF  EDUCATIONAL  RESEARCH  AND  IMPROVEMENT 

NATIONAL  CENTER  FOR  EDUCATION  STATISTICS 


SSOPF-93 

Endorsed  by: 

Amerieon  A^sociaiion 

/or  Hishtr  EJucMon 

American  AMOcianon  of 

Commutxiry  and  Junior 
ColU%ts 

Amerieon  Atsocianon  of  Ssau 
ColU^es  and  Univerziues 

American  Association  of 
University  Professors 

American  Federation 
of  Teachers 

Association  for  Institutional 
Research 

Association  of  American 
CoUe^es 

Association  of  Catholic 
Colleges  and  Vnivenities 

College  and  Uniyersity 
Personnel  Association 

The  College  Board 

Council  cf  Graduate  Schools 

National  Association /dr 
Equal  Opportunxry  zn 
Higher  Education 

National  Education 
Association 

Saiional  Institute  of 
Independent  Colleges 
and  Uniyersities 

The  United  Negro  College 
Fund,  lnc» 


Dear  Colleague, 

I am  sending  this  third  questionnaire  packet  to  you  because  we  have  not  heard  from  you,  and 
the  end  date  for  the  1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  is  almost  upon  us. 

I want  to  thank  you  if  you  have  already  mailed  in  your  completed  Faculty  Questionnaire.  If 
you  have  not,  please  complete  the  enclosed  copy  and  return  it  within  the  naafive  days.  Your 
panicipation  is  absolutely  crucial  if  we  are  to  adequately  represent  the  diversity  of  the 
nation’s  instruaional  and  non-instructional  faculty.  You  were  scientifically  selected  and  no 
one  can  substitute  for  you. 

NSOPF-93  is  the  most  comprehensive  study  of  faculty  ever  conduaed.  This  is  the  first  study 
to  provide  a national  profile  of  instructional  and  non-instructional  faculty,  both  full-time  and 
pan-time,  across  a variety  of  two-year,  four-year,  and  doctoral-granting  institutions.  It  is  also 
the  first  to  include  instructional  personnel  who  do  not  have  faculty  status. 

Again,  let  me  assure  you  that  your  responses  and  all  information  that  would  permit 
identification  of  you  or  you.’  instiution  will  be  kept  strictly  confidential  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  relevant  Federal  statutes  governing  privacy  and  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Education’s  mandate  to  protea  the  confidentiality  of  its  respondents.  Responses  will  be 
used  only  in  statistical  summaries. 

Please  take  this  opportunity  to  complete  the  questionnaire  now.  I appreciate  your  contribution 
to  this  very  important  research.  If  you  have  any  questions,  call  me  toll-free 
at  1-800-733-6672. 


Sincerely, 


/L— — 


Sameer  Y.  Abranam,  Ph.D. 
NSOPF-93  Projea  Direoor 
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Letters  to  institution  Questionnaire  Respondents 

Initial  Cover  Letter  to  institutions  That  Provided  Faculty  Lists 
Initial  Cover  Letter  to  Institutions  That  Did  Not  Provide  Faculty  Lists 

Follow-up  Postcard 
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U S.  DEPARTME.N"  OF  EDUCATION 

OrrICSOr  tDUCATIONAL  ReS£.ARCrr  .ANO  IMPROVEMENT 


NATIONAL  CSNTsS  rCfi  EDUCATION  STATISTICS 


^SOPF-93 


Zndorftd  byi 

\m€ricaA  AJSOciASon 
for  Hi$n^  Zducaaon 

im«nexrt  Astnr-'nson  of 
Communily  oj%a  Junior 
Colleges 

Axxocsadom  of  State 
Coilego  and  Uruvmsidet 

^^eriean  AasoGodon  of 
l/niunity  Professors 

Kmenean  Feaaration 
ofTeaaxes 

gssoeiatien  for  Insdsmonal 
Researen, 

Association  of  American 
Coilego 

Assoesation  of  Csshoiie 
Coiiago  and  Uniwsuies 

CoUmge  and  Cmv^sity 
Parsonnai  Assodaaon 

The  Collage  Board 

CoanaX  of  Oraduata  Schools 

Scxiomml  Association  for 
Z^oai  Opportunity  in 
Higimr  Education 

Hadonei  Edueadon 
Association 

Xtadonai  Instituta  of 
Indap^idM  Coilagos 
and  Vniwmtihas 

The  Umtad  Segro  CoUage 
Fund.  Inc 


Dear  Institutional  Represenutive: 

The  chief  administrative  officer  of  your  insiimiion  has  agreed  to  participate  in  the 
1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  (NSOPF-93)  and  has  indicated  that 
you  could  provide  us  with  information  concerning  your  institution’s  characteristics, 
policies,  and  practices.  We  have  already  received  a list  of  your  instimtion’s  faculty 
and  have  sampled  4l  individuals  from  the  list.  Sampled  faculty  have  been  seat  question- 
naires that  ask  them  to  provide  information  on  their  backgrounds,  responsibilities, 
workloads,  corapensatibh,  and  attitudes.  The  enclosed  questionnaire  asks  for  information 
that  is  important  to  Imow  about  the  insticutions  in  which  faculr/  work. 

NSOPF-93  is  the  most  comprehensive  snidy  of  faculty  in  higher  educational  instim- 
tions  ever  undertaken.  The  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  (NCES)  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Education  is  conducing  the  study  with  additional  support  from  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Kumaaities  and  the  National  Science  Foundation-  The 
National  Opinion  Research  Center  (NORC)  at  the  University  of  Chicago  has  been 
commissioned  to  collect  the  dam  for  this  study. 

Your  participation,  while  voluntary,  is  critical  for  us  to  provide  national  estimates  of 
higher  education  instimtions’  characmristics  and  policies  toward  their  faculty.  Such 
instimtions  are  facing  changing  academic,  fiscal,  .and  political  environments.  To  maio- 
realistic  plans  for  the  future  of  higher  education,  planners  and  policy  makem  at  all 
levels-institutional,  government,  and  legislative-will  need  reliable  and  current  national 
data  on  available 'resources,  as  well  as  on  the  constraints  and  demands  on  higher  education 
instimtions.  NSOPF-93  is  collecting  data  from  approximately  800  higher  education 
instimtions  and  33,000  faculty  members.  The  smdy  will  provide  national  proQles  of 
faculty  in  American  instimtions  of  higher  learning  in  1993,  and  data  on  instimtional 
policies  and  practices  affecting  faculty.  NSOPF-93  is  the  second  in  a series  that  frist 
collected  data  in  1988.  The  enclosed  brochure  provides  additional  information  about  the 
smdy  and  its  goals. 

The  questionnaire  should  take  about  45*60  minutes  to  complete.  You  may  send  comments 
regarding  this  estimate  or  any  other  aspect  of  this  collection  of  information,  including 
suggestions  for  reducing  the  time  needed  to  respond,  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education. 
Information  Management  and  Compliance  Division,  Washington.  D.C  20202-4651,  and  to 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Paperwork  Reduction  Project  1850*0608, 
Washington,  D.C  20503. 

Individual  responses  and  all  information  which  would  pennit  identification  of  individuals 
or  instimtions  will  be  kept  strictly  confidential  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
relevant  Federal  stamtes  governing  privacy  and  with  NCES*  legislative  mandate  to  protect 
the  ccntldentiality  of  its  respondents.  Tae  brochure  cites  the  rolevant  sumtes.  Responses 
will  be  used  only  in  statistical  summaries  and  will  not  be  disclosed  to  any  individual  or 
group. 


Please  complete  the  enclosed  Institution  Questionnaire  and  return  it  in  the  accompanying  business-reply 
envelope  within  the  next  few  weeks.  If  you  have  any  questions  cone-  ning  the  questionnaire  or  the  study, 
please  contact  the  NORC  Project  Director,  Dr.  Sameer  Abraham,  toll-Lte,  at  1-800-733-NORC. 

Thank  you  for  your  participation  in  this  important  smdy.  We  will  send  you  a copy  of  the  final  analytic  report. 


Sincerely, 

Emerson  J.  Elliott 
Commissioner 


Enclosures 


U S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
OFFICE  OF  EDUCATIONAL  RESEARCH  AND  improvement’  ■ ■ ■ ■ ■• 

■ ■ ' NAtlONAL  CENTER  FOR  EDUCATION  STATISTICS 


.ySOPF-93 
Endorsed  bj: 


Dear  Chief  Administrative  Officer: 


Amaican  AMociadon 
for  Highor  Education 

American  Associadon  of 
Community  and  Junior 
ColLego 

American  Auodadon  of  State 
Collcgo  and  Universida 


Your  instimtion  has  been  selected  into  the  sample  of  the  1992-93  National  Study  of 
Postsecondary  Faculty  (NSOPF-93).  I am  writing  to  ask  for  your  instimtion’s  coopera- 
tion in  this  important  study  by  completing  the  enclosed  Institution  Questionnaire.  The 
questionnaire  should  be  completed  by  an  academic  official,  such  as  a Provost  or  Academic 
Dean,  who  can  best  respond  to  questions  concerning  your  instimtion’s  characteristics, 
policies  and  practices  towards  its  faculty. 


American  Associadon  of 
C/niveviiy  Professors 

American  Federation 
ofTeacners 

Association  for  Jnsduaional 
Researen 


NSOPF-93  is  the  most  comprehensive  smdy  of  faculty  in  postsecondary  educational 
instimtions  ever  undertaken.  The  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  (NCES)  of  the'- 
U S.  Department  of  Education  is  conducting  the  smdy  with  additional  support  from  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities  and  the  National  Science  Foundation.  The 
National  Opinion  Research  Center  (NORC)  at  the  University  of  Chicago  has  been 
commissioned  to  collect  the  data  for  this  study. 


Assoaation  of  Amarican 
CoUega 

Association  of  Catholic 
Colleges  and  Vniversides 

College  and  University 
Personnel  Association 

The  College  Board 

Council  of  Graduau  Schools 

National  Associadon  for 
Equal  Opportunity  in 
Higher  Education 


Your  instimtion’s  participation,  while  voluntary,  is  critical  for  us  to  provide  national 
estimates  of  higher  education  instimtions’  characteristics  and  policies  toward  their  faculty. 
Such  instimtions  are  facing  changing  academic,  fiscal,  and  political  environments.  To 
make  realistic  plans  for  the  fumre  of  higher  education,  planners  and  policy  mtikers  at  all 
levels-instimtional,  government,  and  legislative-will  need  reliable  and  current  national 
data  on  available  resources,  as  well  as  on  the  constraints  and  demands  on  higher  education 
instimtions.  NSOPF  is  collecting  data  from  approximately  800  higher  education 
institutions  and  33,000  faculty  members.  The  smdy  will  provide  national  profiles  of 
faculty  in  American  instimtions  of  higher  learning  in  1993,  and  data  on  instimtional 
policies  and  practices  affecting  faculty.  NSOPF-93  is  the  second  in  a series  that  first 
collected  data  in  1988.  The  enclosed  brochure  provides  additional  information  about  the 
smdy  and  its  goals. 


National  Education 
Association 

National  Insdaua  of 
Indepaxdent  Colleges 
and  Uniwsides 

The  United  Negro  College 
fund,  Inc. 


The  questionnaire  should  take  about  45-60  minutes  to  complete.  You  may  send  comments 
regarding  this  estimate  or  any  other  aspect  of  this  collection  of  information,  including 
suggestions  for  reducing  the  time  needed  to  respond,  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education, 
Information  Management  and  Compliance  Division,  Washington,  D.C.  20202-4651,  and  to 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  Paperwork  Reduction  Project  1850-0608, 
Washington,  D.C  20503.  ° 

Individual  responses  and  all  information  which  would  permit  identification  of  individuals 
or  institutions  will  be  kept  strictly  confidential  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
relevant  Federal  stamtes  governing  privacy  and  with  NCES’  legislative  mandate  to  protect 
the  confidentiality  of  its  respondents.  The  brochure  cites  the  relevant  stamtes.  Responses 
will  be  used  only  in  statistical  summaries  and  will  not  be  disclosed  to  any  individual  or 
group. 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE  4 7 o 

ERIC 


WASHINGTON.  D C 20ZCa— 


The  enclosed  Institution  Questionnaire  should  be  completed  and  returned  in  the  accompanying  business-reply 
envelope  within  the  next  few  weeks.  If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the  questionnaire  or  the  study, 
please  contact  the  NORC  Project  Director,  Dr.  Sameer  Abraham,  toll-firee,  at  1-800-733-NORC. 

Thank  you  for  your  participation  in  this  important  study.  We  will  send  you  a copy  of  the  final  analytic  report. 


Sincerely, 

Emerson  J.  Elliott 
Commissioner 


Enclosures 


O 


Did  you  mail  back  your  NSOPF 
Institution  Questionnaire? 

If  not,  please  complete  it  today.  Current 
information  about  your  institution  is  important  to 
understand  consreaints  and  demands  on  the  nation’s 
higher  education  system. 

Please  return  the  questionnaire  in  the  stamped,  pre* 
addressed  envelope.  If  you  have  any  questions, 
please  our  toll*free  number  1-800*733-NORC. 

If  you’ve  already  returned  back  your  questiocnaire. 

Thank  you  for  your  participation. 


University  of  Chicago 

National  Opinion  Research  Center  (NORC) 

1 155  East  60th  Street 

Chicago,  Illinois  60637*2799 


We  need  to  hear  from  you! 


National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
Sponsored  by  the  National  Center  for  Education  Stansdcs 
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Appendix  N 


Letter  to  Institution  Coordinator  for  Faculty  Follow-up 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
OFFICE  OF  EDUCATIONAL  RESEARCH  AND  IMPROVEMENT 

NATIONAL  CENTER  FOR  EDUCATION  STATISTICS 

April  16,  1993 


Dear  InsnmooD  Coordinator: 

Thank  you  for  responding  to  our  request  for  the  1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  (NSOPF- 
93),  sponsored  by  the  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics. 

As  you  requested,  enclosed  please  find  the  individual  questionnaire  packets  for  the  faculty  sampled  at  your 
institution.  We  would  appreciate  your  distributing  these  packets  to  foe  appropriate  faculty  members  as 
soon  as  possible,  so  that  foey  have  ample  time  to  complete  foe  questionnaire. 

We  would  like  to  take  fois  opportunity  to  again  foank  you  for  your  assistance,  and  to  mention  that  we  may 
need  to  recontact  you  to  prompt  any  foculty  members  who  do  not  return  foeir  quesnonnaires.  Normally, 
we  would  attempt  to  contact  nonresponding  sample  members  ourselves,  but  we  understand  if  some 
instimtions  would  prefer  to  maintain  foe  privacy  of  foeir  sta^  members.  In  such  eases,  we  would  ask  foe 
Institution  Coordinator  to  distribute  additional  questionnaire  packets  to  nonresponding  faculty  members  and 
prompt  them  to  complete  foe  questionnaire  and  return  it  to  us  as  soon  as  possible. 

Should  you  have  any  questions  or  comments,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  us  at  1*800*733-NORC.  Thank 
you. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Sameer  Y.  Abraham,  Ph.D. 
NSOPF-93  Project  Director 
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Appendix  O 
Derived  Variables 

Exhibit  0-1:  Discipline  Crosswalk,  NSOPF  1988-1993 
Exhibit  0-2:  Derived  Variable  Crosswalk  to  NSOPF-88 
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Documentation  of  Derived  Variable  Creation 


This  document  describes  how  the  derived  variables  were  created  that  accompany  the  NSOPF-93  institution 
and  restricted  public  use  faculty  data  files.  The  derived  variables  appear  after  the  survey  variables  at  the  end 
of  each  data  file,  and  are  listed  here  in  the  order  in  which  they  appear.  A total  of  143  derived  variables  have 
been  created.  The  faculty  file  includes  all  143  derived  variables.  The  institution  file  contains  36  institution- 
level  derived  variables. 

All  faculty-level  derived  variables  were  created  by  NORC  using  data  collected  firom  the  NSOPF-93  faculty 
questionnaire.  Most  of  the  institution-level  derived  variables  were  created  using  multiple  sources  of  data 
including;  the  1991-92  IPEDS  (Integrated  Postsecondary  Education  Data  System),  the  “Carnegie 
classification”  system',  and  NSOPF-93  sampling  information.  NCES  created  the  derived  variables  based  on 
IPEDS. 

In  this  document,  the  SAS  variable  name  of  each  derived  variable  appears  in  UPPER  CASE  BOLD 
ITALICS  on  the  left-hand  side  of  the  page.  Each  variable  name  begins  with  the  letter  “A”’.  The  second  and 
third  elements  of  the  variable  name  indicate  in  what  order  the  derived  variable  was  created  firom  the  primary 
survey  variable  or  other  source  (e.g.,  XOl,  X02,  X03,  etc.). 

Institution-level  derived  variables.  The  last  element  of  the  SAS  variable  name  for  institution-level  derived 
variables  consists  of  two  characters,  an  imderscore  and  a zero  “_0”  (e.g.,  X01_0,  X02_0,  X03_0,  etc.).  This 
component  of  the  variable  name  signifies  both  that  the  variable  is  an  institution-level  derived  variable  and 
that  an  outside  data  source  was  used  when  creating  it  (derived  variables  X01_0  through  X37_0).  The 
example  below  is  a variable  derived  from  IPEDS  data;  the  “_0”  indicates  that  it  is  an  institution-level 
variable.  The  variable  title  (created  for  purposes  of  this  document)  appears  below  the  variable  name.  Below 
that  is  the  CODE  which  defines  the  value  of  the  variable.  In  this  example,  because  it  is  reported  as  an  open- 
ended  percentage,  the  value  will  vary  from  0 to  1 00. 


X27_0 

Minority  enrollment:  Percent  American  Indian/Alaskan  Native 
CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  provide  the  percentage  of  American 
Indian/Alaskan  native  enrollment  at  each  NSOPF-93  institution. 

American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native.  A person  having  origins  in  any  of  the  original  peoples  of  North  America 
and  who  maintains  cultural  identification  through  tribal  affiliation  or  community  recognition. 


A Classification  of  Institutions  of  Higher  Education.  The  Carnegie  Foundation  for  the  Advancement  of 
Teaching  (Princeton,  New  Jersey:  1987). 
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Faculty-level  derived  variables.  The  SAS  variable  names  of  faculty-level  derived  variables  also  begin  with 
the  letter  X' . The  second  and  third  digits  of  the  faculty-level  derived  variable  name  indicate  the  order  that 
the  variable  was  created  from  the  primaiy-  sur\'ey  variable.  The  last  component  of  the  derived  variable  name 
reflects  the  section  and  question  in  the  NSOPF-93  Faculty  Questionnaire  from  which  the  variable  originated. 

In  the  example  below',  “_01”  in  the  derived  variable  name,  XOJA  7,  indicates  that  this  is  the  first  variable 
derived  from  survey  variable  A7,  which  is  in  Section  A of  the  Faculty  Questionnaire.  The  CODE  identifies 
the  values  for  the  derived  variable,  keying  them  to  the  survey  variables'  original  coding  scheme  (i.e.  X01A7’s 
value  4 is  equivalent  to  A7's  values  4 and/or  5).  The  description  explains  how  the  survey  variable  (A7)  was 
collapsed  to  create  the  derived  variable. 


X01A7 

Tenure:  Tenure  status 
CODE: 

l=Tenured  (Q7=l) 

2=On  tenure  track  but  not  tenured  (Q7=2) 

3=Not  on  tenure  track  (Q7=3) 

4— No  tenure  system  for  respondent's  faculty  status  or  no  tenure  system  at  institution  (Q7=4 
or  5)  . 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable- 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  A7  to  indicate  tenure  status  of  a faculty  respondent 
during  the  1992  Fall  Term;  codes  for  “no  tenure  system  for  respondent's  faculty  status”  and  “no  tenure 
system  at  this  institution”  have  been  merged  into  one  category'. 


Survey  variables  from  questions  in  the  preface  of  the  NSOPF-93  Faculty  Questionnaire  have  a leading 
underscore  in  place  of  a section  letter  {Q.g.,_l,  _lA,  etc.).  Derived  variables  based  on  the  questions  begin 
with  the  letter  "A"  and  a number  indicating  order  of  creation,  followed  by  the  name  of  the  survey  variable 
{Q.g.,X01_l,X02_2,etc.). 

Exhibit  0-1  contains  a list  of  the  academic  disciplines  and  codes  used  in  several  NSOPF-93  derived  variables 
and  provides  a cross-walk  to  the  NSOPF-88  discipline  codes.  Exhibit  0-2  contains  the  derived  variable  titles 
in  alphabetical  order,  and  a cross-walk  to  the  NSOPF-88  derived  variable  titles. 

The  SAS  implementation  for  each  derived  variable  created  by  NORC  was  tested  using  an  iterative  process. 
Special  programs  were  written  in  order  to  generate  values  for  each  of  the  derived  variables  from  selected 
subsamples  of  observations  from  the  faculty  data  set.  The  output  from  these  reports  was  then  checked  against 
a set  of  values  that  were  manually  computed  according  to  the  specifications  for  the  derived  variable. 
Whenever  discrepancies  appeared,  both  the  program  implementation  and  manual  computations  were 
rechecked  for  logical  consistency  and  errors,  after  which  the  programs  were  revised  accordingly  until  the 
problems  were  corrected.  This  process  was  repeated  for  each  derived  variable  to  ensure  that  the  variables 
were  created  in  accordance  w'ith  NCES  specifications. 
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Institution-level  derived  variables 


X01_0 

Institution  strata  (matches  NSOPF-88  categories) 

CODE: 

l=Public  research  (I_AFF=1, 1_CNG=1 1 or  12) 

2=Private  research  (I_AFF=2, 1_CNG=1 1 or  12) 

3=Public  doctoral,  including  medical  (I_AFF=1, 1_CNG=13  or  14  or  52) 

4=Private  doctoral,  including  medical  (I_AFF=2, 1_CNG=13  or  14  or  52) 

5=Public  comprehensive  (I_AFF=1, 1_CNG=21  or  22) 

6=Private  comprehensive  (I_AFF=2, 1_CNG=2 1 or  22) 

7=Liberal  arts  (I_CNG=31  or  32) 

8=Public  two-year  (I_AFF=1, 1_CNG=40) 

9=Other,  includes  religious  and  other  specialized  institutions,  except  medical;  private  2-year 
institutions  not  included  (I_CNG=51, 53-65) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  indicate  the  modified  1987  Carnegie  classification  for  the  institutions 
sampled  for  NSOPF-93.  The X01_0  categories  match  the  NSOPF-88  categories  used  in  some  NCES 
publications.  A modified  Carnegie  system  was  used  to  stratify  institutions  by  control  (public  and  private)  and 
type  (research,  other  Ph.D.,  comprehensive,  liberal  arts,  medical,  two-year,  religious,  other  and  unknown.) 
Specific  Carnegie  classifications  are  defined  atX05_0.  (Note:  Private  two-year  schools  are  not  included  in 
any  of  the  individual  categories). 

Control  Iyp£ 

I_AFF=1  — Public 
I AFF=2  — Private 


I_CNG=1 1 or  12  — Research 
I_CNG=13  or  14  — Other  Ph.D. 
I_CNG=21  or  22  — Comprehensive 
I_CNG=3 1 or  32  — Liberal  arts 
I_CNG=40  — Two-year  college 
I_CNG=5 1 — Religious 
I_CNG=52  — Medical 
I CNG=53  to  65  — Other 


For  NSOPF-93  institutions  with  unknown  Carnegie  classifications,  the  value  oiXOlJ)  was  individually 
assigned  based  on  information  available  from  IPEDS. 


X02_0 

Institution  strata  (modified  NSOPF-88  categories) 

CODE: 

l=Public  research  (I_AFF=1, 1_CNG=1 1 or  12) 

2=Private  research  (1_AFF=2, 1_CNG=1 1 or  12) 

3=Public  doctoral,  including  medical  (I_AFF=1, 1_CNG=13  or  14  or  52) 

4=Private  doctoral,  including  medical  (1_AFF=2, 1_CNG=13  or  14  or  52) 

5=Public  comprehensive  (I_AFF=  1 , 1_CNG=2 1 or  22) 

6=Private  comprehensive  (I_AFF=2, 1_CNG=21  or  22) 

7=Private  liberal  arts  (I_AFF=2, 1_CNG=3 1 or  32) 

8=Public  two-year  (1_AFF=  1 , 1_CNG=40) 

9=Other,  including  private  2-year  institutions,  public  liberal  arts  institutions  and  religious  and  other 
specialized  institutions,  except  medical  (I_AFF=1  and  I_CNG=31  or  32, 1 AFF=2  and  I CNG=40 
I_CNG=5 1,53-65)  ~ ’ 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable- 

This  variable  is  a modification  ofXOIJ).  The  categories  for  Codes  1-6  and  8 correspond  to  categories  used 
in  NSOPF-88  (as  mXOI  O).  Code  7,  previously  labeled  "liberal  arts",  has  been  modified  to  include  only 
private  liberal  arts  institutions.  Code  9,  "other",  now  includes  public  liberal  arts,  private  two-year 
institutions,  and  religious  and  other  specialized  institutions.  (Specific  Carnegie  classifications  are  defined  at 
X05  0.)  This  variable  creates  the  “institution  type  and  control”  stratification  used  in  tables  in  the  NCES 
reports  Institutional  Policies  and  Practices  Regarding  Faculty  in  Higher  Education  [NCES  97-080]  and 
Instructional  Faculty  and  Staff  in  Higher  Education  Institutions:  Fall  1987  and  Fall  1992  [NCES  97-470]. 

For  NSOPF-93  institutions  with  unknown  Carnegie  classifications,  the  value  oiX02_0  was  individually 
assigned  based  on  information  available  from  IPEDS. 


X04J 

Institution  strata  (modified  NSOPF-93  sampling  strata;  imknown  private  and  unknown  public  eliminated; 
stratum  1 5 split  into  3 strata:  public  research,  private  research,  public  other  Ph  D ) 

CODE: 

l=Private  other  Ph.D. 

2=Public  comprehensive 
3=Private  comprehensive 
4=Public  liberal  arts 
5=Private  liberal  arts 
6=Public  medical 
7=Private  medical 

8=Private  religious  ... 

9=Public  two  year . 

1 0=Private  two  year 
1 l=Public  other 
1 2=Private  other 
13=Public  research 
14=Private  research 
15=Public  other  Ph.D. 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable- 

This  variable  is  a modification  of  the  sampling  strata  of  the  NSOPF-93  institutions.  A modified  1 987 
Carnegie  classification  system  was  used  to  stratify  institutions  by  type  and  control.  (Specific  Carnegie 
classifications  are  defined  &iX05_0.')  There  were  two  levels  of  control,  public  and  private,  and  nine  types: 
research,  other  Ph.D.,  comprehensive,  liberal  arts,  medical,  religious,  two-year  schools,  other,  and  unknown. 
The  unknown  sampling  strata  (stratum  13  and  stratum  14  in  the  ISTRATUM  sampling  variable  on  the  data 
file)  for  institutions  for  which  a Carnegie  classification  was  not  available  have  been  eliminated  for  this 
derived  variable.  There  are  no  public  religious  institutions.  Three  of  the  cells,  public  research,  private 
research,  and  public  "other  Ph.D.",  were  sampled  at  100%,  and  grouped  together  in  the  "certainty"  stratum 
(stratum  1 5 in  the  ISTRATUM  sampling  variable  on  the  data  file).  Because  this  stratum  does  not  contain  a 
^ouping  of  analytic  interest,  the  sampling  strata  for  this  derived  variable  have  been  modified  so  that 
institutions  previously  contained  in  the  "certainty"  stratum  are  split  into  3 separate  strata: 

-Public  research 
-Private  research 
-Public  other  Ph.D. 
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X05_0 

Institution  by  Carnegie  classification  I or  II  (1987)  (public  or  private  sort  eliminated) 

CODE: 
l=Research  I 
2=Research  II 
3=Doctoral  I 
4=Doctoral  II 
5=Comprehensive  I 
6=Compreherisive  II 
7=Liberal  arts  I 
8=Liberal  arts  II 
9=Two  year 
10=Other 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  variable  sorts  institutions  sampled  for  NSOPF-93  according  to  their  specific  Carnegie  classification 
(rather  than  the  modified  1 987  Carnegie  classification  system  utilized  'mXOl  O,  which  sorted  institutions 
according  to  their  public  or  private  designation).  These  Carnegie  classifications  incorporate  information  from 
the  Carnegie  Foundation’s  1994  Classification  of  Institutions  of  Higher  Education,  (The  institution  sample 
was  stratified  following  the  1987  Carnegie  classifications,  as  noted  in  Chapter  3.)  The  1994  Carnegie 
classifications  are  as  follows: 


Research  I:  offer  a full  range  of  baccalaureate  through  doctoral  programs,  award  50  or  more  doctoral 

degrees  each  year,  give  high  priority  to  research  and  receive  $40  million  or  more  in  federal 
support  annually 

Research  II:  offer  a full  range  of  baccalaureate  through  doctoral  programs,  award  50  or  more  doctoral 

degrees  each  year,  give  high  priority  to  research  and  receive  between  $15.5  and  $40  million 
in  federal  support  annually 

Doctoral  I:  offer  a full  range  of  baccalaureate  through  doctoral  programs  and  award  at  least  40  doctoral 

degrees  annually  in  five  or  more  disciplines 


Doctoral  II:  offer  a full  range  of  baccalaureate  through  doctoral  programs  and  award  at  least  1 0 doctoral 

degrees  annually  in  three  or  more  disciplines,  or  20  or  more  doctoral  degrees  in  one  or  more 
disciplines 

Comprehensive  I:  offer  a full  range  of  baccalaureate  through  master*s  degree  programs  and  award  40 

or  more  master's  degrees  annually  in  three  or  more  disciplines 

Comprehensive  II:  offer  a full  range  of  baccalaureate  through  master's  degree  progr^s  and  award  20 

or  more  master's  degrees  annually  in  one  or  more  disciplines 


Liberal  arts  (or  baccalaureate  colleges)  I: 

offer  primarily  undergraduate  degrees,  award  40%  or  more  of  their  baccalaureate  degrees  in  liberal 
arts  fields  and  are  restrictive  in  admissions 
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Liberal  arts  (or  baccalaureate  colleges)  II: 

offer  primarily  undergraduate  degrees,  award  less  than  40%  of  their  baccalaureate  degrees  in  liberal 
arts  fields  and  are  less  restrictive  in  admissions 

Tw'o  year  (associate  of  arts  colleges): 

offer  primarily  associate  of  arts  certificate  or  degree  programs,  and  with  few  exceptions,  do  not  offer 
baccalaureate  degrees  (this  group  includes  community,  junior  and  technical  colleges) 

Other:  offer  degrees  ranging  from  the  bachelor's  to  the  doctoral,  with  at  least  50%  of  the  degrees  awarded  in 
a single  discipline  (including  institutions  whose  primary  purpose  is  to  offer  religious  instruction  or 
train  members  of  the  clergy;  medical  schools  and  medical  centers  who  award  most  of  their 
professional  degrees  in  medicine  and  in  some  instances,  in  other  health  professional  programs;  other 
separate  health  professional  schools  that  award  most  of  their  degrees  in  fields  such  as  chiropractic, 
nursing,  pharmacy  or  podiatry;  schools  of  engineering  and  technology;  schools  of  business  and 
management;  schools  of  art,  music  and  design;  schools  of  law;  teachers  colleges;  other  specialized 
institutions  such  as  graduate  centers,  maritime  academies,  military  institutions  and  institutions  that 
do  not  fit  other  classifications;  tribal  colleges  and  universities,  primarily  tribally  contracted  and 
located  on  reservations). 

For  NSOPF-93  institutions  with  unknown  Carnegie  classifications,  the  value  oiX05_0  was 
individually  assigned  based  on  information  available  from  IPEDS. 

X06_0 

Institution  type  {\99\ -92  IPEDS  and  modified  Carnegie) 

CODE: 

l=Four  year  (I_TY?=4) 

2=Two  year  (I_TY?=2) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  reflect  the  type  of  institution  (two-  or  four-year)  sampled  for  NSOPF-93. 
X07_0 

Institution  control  (1991-92  IPEDS  and  modified  Carnegie) 

CODE: 

l=Public  (I_AFF=1) 

2=Private  (I_AFF=2) 

Description  oTthe  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  reflect  the  public  or  private  status  of  the  NSOPF-93  institution. 
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X08_0 

Institution  strata  (NSOPF-88  categories  modified  further) 

CODE: 

l=Four-year  public  doctoral  (medical  schools  and  research  institutions) 

2=Four-year  private  doctoral  (medical  schools  and  research  institutions) 

3=Four-year  public  non-doctoral  (comprehensive,  liberal  arts,  and  other  specialized  institutions) 
4=Four-year  private  non-doctoral  (comprehensive,  liberal  arts,  and  other  specialized  institutions) 
5=Two-year  public 
6=Two-year  private 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  is  a modification  o{X0l_0.  For  this  derived  variable,  institutions  are  grouped  by 
four-year  and  two-year  designations,  by  control  (public  and  private),  and  by  types  of  degrees  offered 
(doctoral  and  non-doctoral). 

For  NSOPF-93  institutions  with  unknown  Carnegie  classifications  (defined  at  X05_0),  the  value  ofX08_0 
was  individually  assigned  based  on  information  available  from  IPEDS. 

X09J 

Institution  strata  (NSOPF-88  and  modified  1994  Carnegie) 

CODE: 

l=Public  research 

2=Private  research 

3=Public  doctoral-including  medical 

4=Private  doctoral-including  medical 

5=Public  comprehensive 

6=Private  comprehensive 

7=Private  liberal  arts 

8=Public  two-year 

9=Other 

D^scriptign  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  variable  was  created  to  reflect  the  1994  Carnegie  classification  and  public  or  private  status  of  each 
NSOPF-93  institution.  The  categories  correspond  to  the  modified  1988  NSOPF  categories  dXX02_0. 

For  NSOPF-93  institutions  with  unknown  Carnegie  classifications,  the  value  of X09_0  was  individually 
assigned  based  on  information  available  from  IPEDS. 
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XIOJ 

Ratio  of  FTE  enrollment/FTE  faculty 
CODE: 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  show  the  ratio  of  FTE  enrollment  to  FTE 
faculty  at  NSOPF-93  institutions.  These  terms  are  defined  as  follows: 

Full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  enrollment:  The  sum  of  the  number  of  full-time  students  and  the  fiill-time 
equivalency  of  part-time  students. 

Full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  of  part-time  eiu'ollment:  A numeric  conversion  through  which  a student  attending 
part-time  is  considered  some  fraction  of  a fiill-time  student.  The  actual  fractions  used  were: 

.38  for  part-time  undergraduates  and  graduate  students 
.50  for  first-professional  students 

Full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  faculty:  The  sum  of  the  number  of  fiill-time  faculty  and  the  fiill-time  equivalency 
of  part-time  faculty. 

Full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  of  part-time  faculty:  A numeric  conversion  through  which  a faculty  member 
employed  part-time  is  considered  some  fraction  of  a faculty  member  employed  fiill-time.  The 
actual  fraction  used  was  .56. 

xnj 

Institution  size:  Number  of  full-  and  part-time  undergraduate  students  enrolled 
CODE: 

(open-ended) 

Description^of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  show  the  number  of  undergraduate 
students  enrolled  in  courses  for  credit  at  NSOPF-93  institutions. 

Undergraduate:  A student  enrolled  in  a four-year  or  five-year  bachelor's  degree  program,  in  an  associate's 
degree  program,  or  in  a vocational  or  technical  program  below  the  baccalaureate,  or  any  other  student  that  is 
not  seeking  a degree  but  is  enrolled  in  courses  for  credit. 

XI2_0 

Institution  size  collapsed:  Number  of  fiill-  and  part-time  under-graduate  students  enrolled 
CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  to  recode  the  continuous  categories  at  A7 10  into  five  ranges. 
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X13_0 

Institution  size;  FTE  undergraduate  enrollment 
CODE: 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  show  FTE  undergraduate  enrollment  at 
NSOPF-93  institutions. 


FTE:  Full-time  equivalency  of  undergraduate  students  as  defmed  at  ^"7  0 0. 

Undergraduate:  A student  enrolled  in  a four-year  or  five-year  bachelor's  degree  program,  in  an  associate's 
degree  program,  or  in  a vocational  or  technical  program  below  the  baccalaureate,  or  any  other  student  that  is 
not  seeking  a degree  but  is  enrolled  in  courses  for  credit. 

XJ4_0 

Institution  size  collapsed:  FTE  undergraduate  enrollment 
CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  variable  was  created  by  NCES  to  recode  the  continuous  categories  aiX13_0  into  five  ranges. 


X15_0 

Institution  size:  Number  of  first-professional  students  enrolled 
CODE: 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  show  the  number  of 
first-professional  students  enrolled  at  NSOPF-93  institutions. 

First-professional  student:  A student  enrolled  in  any  of  the  following  degree  programs: 


Chiropractic  (D.C.  or  D.C.M.) 
Dentistry'  (D.D.S.  or  D.M.D.) 
Medicine  (M.D.) 

Optometry  (O.D.) 

Osteopathic  Medicine  (D.O.) 


Pharmacy  (D.Phar.) 

Podiatry  (Pod.D.  or  D.P.) 

Veterinary  Medicine(D.V.M.) 

Law  (L.L.B.,  J.D.) 

Theology  (M.Div.  or  M.H.L.  or  B.D.) 


XJ6_0 

Institution  size  collapsed:  Number  of  first-professional  students  enrolled 
CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  to  recode  the  continuous  categories  atX15_0  into  five  ranges. 


X17_0 

Institution  size:  FTE  first-professional  enrollment 
CODE: 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1 991-92  IPEDS  data  to  show  the  number  of  FTE 
first-professional  students  enrolled  at  NSOPF-93  institutions. 

FTE:  Full-time  equivalency  of  first-professional  students  as  defined  at  XI 0 0. 

First-professional  student:  A student  enrolled  in  any  of  the  following  degree  programs: 

Chiropractic  (D.C.  or  D.C.M.)  Pharmacy  (D.Phar.) 

Dentistry  (D.D.S.  or  D.M.D.)  Podiatry  (Pod.D.  or  D.P.) 

Medicine  (M.D.)  Veterinary  Medicine  (D.V.M.) 

Optometry  (O.D.)  Law  (L.L.B.,  J.D.) 

Osteopathic  Medicine  (D.O.)  Theology  (M.Div,  or  M.H.L.  or  B.D.) 

X18_0 

Institution  size  collapsed:  FTE  first-professional  enrollment 
CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  to  recode  the  continuous  categories  at  XI 7 0 into  five  ranges. 
X19_0 

Institution  size:  Number  of  graduate  students  enrolled 
CODE: 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1 99 1 -92  IPEDS  data  to  show  the  total  enrollment  of  graduate 
students  at  NSOPF-93  institutions. 

Graduate  student.  A student  who  holds  a bachelor's. or  first-professional  degree,  or  equivalent,  and  is  taking 
courses  for  credit  at  the  post-baccalaureate  level.  These  students  may  or  may  not  be  enrolled  in  a graduate 
degree  program. 

X20_0 

Institution  size  collapsed:  Number  of  graduate  students  enrolled 
CODE. 

(ranges) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  to  recode  the  continuous  categories  at  XI 9 J)  into  five  ranges. 
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X21_0 

Institution  size:  FTE  graduate  enrollment 
CODE. 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  show  the  number  of  FTE  graduate 
students  at  NSOPF-93  institutions. 

FTE:  Full-time  equivalency  of  graduate  students  as  defined  at  0 0. 

Graduate  student:  A student  who  holds  a bachelor's  or  first-professional  degree,  or  equivalent,  and  is  taking 
courses  for  credit  at  the  post-baccalaureate  level.  These  students  may  or  may  not  be  enrolled  in  a graduate 
degree  program. 

X22_0 

institution  size  collapsed:  FTE  graduate  enrollment 
CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  to  recode  the  continuous  categories  dXX21_0  into  five  ranges. 
X23_0 

Institution  size:  Total  enrollment 
CODE: 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  show  the  size  of  the  total  student 
^ollment  at  NSOPF-93  institutions. 

Total  enrollment:  All  students  taking  courses  for  credit. 

X24_0 

Institution  size  collapsed:  Total  enrollment 
CODE: 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  to  recode  the  continuous  categories  at  A23  0 into  five  ranges. 
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X2SJ 

Institution  size:  T otal  FTE  enrollment 
CODE: 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable- 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1 99 1 -92  IPEDS  data  to  provide  the  total  FTE  student 
enrollment  at  NSOPF-93  institutions. 

Full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  enrollment:  The  sum  of  the  number  of  full-time  students  and  the  full-time 
equivalency  of  part-time  students. 

Full-tme  equivalent  (FTE)  of  part-time  enrollment:  A numeric  conversion  through  which  a student  attending 

part-time  is  considered  some  fraction  of  a full-time  student.  The  actual  fractions  used 

were: 


.38  for  part-time  undergraduates  and  graduate  students 
.50  for  part-time  first-professional  students 

X26_0 

Institution  size  collapsed:  Total  FTE  enrollment 
CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable- 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  to  recode  the  continuous  categories  at  Z25  0 into  five  ranges. 
X27_0 

Minority  enrollment:  Percent  American  Indian/Alaskan  Native 
CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  provide  the  percentage  of  American 
Indian/Alaskan  Native  enrollment  at  each  NSOPF-93  institution. 


American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native:  A person  having  origins  in  any  of  the  original  peoples  of  Noi^  America 
and  who  maintains  cultural  identification  through  tribal  affiliation  or  community  recognition. 
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X28_0 

Minority  enrollment:  Percent  Asian/Pacific  Islander 
CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  1991-92  IP  EDS  data  to  provide  the  percentage  of  Asian/Pacific 
Islander  enrollment  at  each  NSOPF-93  institution. 

Asian  or  Pacific  Islander:  A person  having  origins  in  any  of  the  original  peoples  of  the  Far  East,  Southeast 
Asia,  the  Indian  Subcontinent,  or  Pacific  Islands.  This  includes  people  from  China, 

Japan,  Korea,  the  Philippines,  American  Samoa,  India,  and  Vietnam. 

X29_0 

Minority  enrollment:  Percent  Black  Non-Hispanic 
CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  provide  the  percentage  of  Black 
Non-Hispanic  enrollment  at  each  NSOPF-93  institution. 

Black,  Non-Hispanic:  A person  having  origins  in  any  of  the  Black  racial  groups  of  Africa  (except  those  of 
Hispanic  origins). 

X30_0 

Minority  enrollment:  Percent  Hispanic 
CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  provide  the  percentage  of  Hispanic 
enrollment  at  each  NSOPF-93  institution. 

Hisp^c:  A person  of  Mexican,  Puerto  Rican,  Cuban,  Central  or  South  American  or  other  Spanish  culture  or 
origin,  regardless  of  race. 


X31_0 

Institution  expenditures:  Instruction 
CODE. 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  the  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  show  the  level  of  instructional 
expenditures  at  NSOPF-93  institutions. 

Instruction  (expenditures):  Expenditures  of  the  colleges,  schools,  departments,  and  other  instructional 
divisions  of  the  institution,  and  expenditures  for  departmental  research  and  public  service  that  are  not 
separately  budgeted.  Includes  expenditures  for  credit  and  non-credit  activities.  Excludes  expenditures  for 
academic  administration  where  the  primary  function  is  administration  (e.g.,  academic  deans).  This  category 
also  includes  general  academic  instruction,  occupational  and  vocational  instruction,  special  session 
instruction,  commumty  education,  preparatory  and  adult  basic  education,  and  remedial  and  tutorial  instruction 
conducted  by  the  teaching  faculty  for  the  institution's  students. 

X32_0 

Institution  expenditures  collapsed:  Instruction 
CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  to  recode  the  continuous  categories  at  X310  into  five  ranges. 
X33_0 

Institution  expenditures:  Research 
CODE: 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1 99 1-92  IP  EDS  data  to  show  the  funds  expended  for  research  by 
NSOPF-93  institutions. 

Research  (expenditures):  Funds  expended  for  activities  specifically  organized  to  produce  research  outcomes 
and  commissioned  by  an  agency  either  external  to  the  institution  or  separately  budgeted  by  an  organizational 
unit  within  the  institution. 

X34_0 

Institution  expenditures  collapsed:  Research 
CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  variable  was  created  by  NCES  to  recode  the  continuous  categories  sHX33_Q  into  five  ranges. 
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X35_0 

Institution  expenditures;  Educational  and  general 
CODE: 

(open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  show  the  level  of  educational  and  general 
expenditures  atNSOPF-93  institutions. 

Educational  and  general  (E&G)  expenditures:  Educational  and  general  expenditures  include  current  fund 
expenditures  for  instruction,  research,  public  ser\'ice,  academic  support,  student  services,  institutional 
support,  operation  and  maintenance  of  plant,  scholar-ships  and  fellowships,  and  educational  and  general 
mandatory  transfers.  Educational  and  general  expenditures  exclude  expenditures  on  auxiliary  enterprises, 
hospitals,  and  independent  operations.  Pell  Grants  are  excluded 

X36_0 

Institution  expenditures  collapsed:  Educational  and  general 
CODE. 

(ranges) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  to  recode  the  continuous  categories  atX35_0  into  five  ranges. 
X37_0 

Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  region  code 
CODE: 

0=U.S.  service  school 
l=New  England 
2=Mid  East 
3=Great  Lakes 
4=Plains 
5=Southeast 
6=Southwest 
7=Rocky  Mountain 
8=Far  West 
9=Outlying  areas 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  NCES  from  1991-92  IPEDS  data  to  classify  NSOPF-93  institutions 
according  to  geographic  region,  using  the  nine  BEA  (Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis)  region  codes. 
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Faculty  questionnaire  derived  variahips 


XOIJ 

Role:  Any  instructional  duties  for  credit 
CODE: 

l=Yes(Ql=l,QlA=l  or2) 

2=No  (Q 1 = 1 , Q 1 A=3  or  Q 1 =2) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable- 

This  vanable  was  created  from  NSOPF-93  faculty  survey  data  to  indicate  whether  respondents  had  any 
instructional  duties  for  credit  during  the  1 992  Fall  Term  at  the  institution  from  which  they  were  sampled 
This  included  teaching  one  or  more  courses  for  credit,  or  advising  or  supervising  academic  activities  for 
credit,  e.g.  individualized  instruction.  SAS  variables  _1  and  _1  A were  the  basis  for  this  variable.  SAS 
variable  _1  has  a value  of  1 if  a respondent  had  any  instructional  duties  in  the  1 992  Fall  term,  and  2 if  they 
did  not.  SAS  variable  _1  A is  1 if  all  the  respondent's  instructional  duties  were  related  to  credit  courses 
advismg,  or  super\'ising  academic  activities  for  credit;  2 if  only  some  duties  were;  and  3 if  all  the  respondent's 
instructional  duties  were  related  to  non-credit  courses,  advising,  or  supervising  non-credit  academic  activities. 

In  the  NCES  report  Instructional  Faculty  and  Staff  in  Higher  Education  Institutions:  Fall  1987  and  Fall 
1992,  this  variable  was  used  to  select  instructional  faculty  for  comparisons  between  1987  and  1992.  Those 
respondents  coded  yes  (i.e.,  X01_l=l)  were  selected  for  the  comparisons  in  that  report. 

The  faculty  data  file  was  re-weighted  after  the  release  of  this  publication.  Current  estimates  based  upon  this 
vanable  will  not  match  earlier  estimates. 
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X02J 

Role:  Specific  duties  and  faculty  status 
CODE: 

l=Any  instructional  duties  for  credit  with  faculty  status  (Ql=l,  Q1A=1  or  2,  Q3=l) 

2=Any  instructional  duties  for  credit  without  faculty  status  (Ql=l,  Q1A=1  or  2,  Q3=2  or  3) 
3=Non-instructional  duties,  mainly  research  (Q  1=2,  Q2=2) 

4=Non-instructional  duties,  mainly  administration  (Ql=2,  Q2=6  or  9 or  above) 

5 =N on-instructional  duties,  mainly  other  (Ql=2,  Q2  NE  1,  2,  or  6 or  9 or  above) 

6=Instructional  duties  not  for  credit  with  faculty  status  (Ql=l,  Q1A=3,  Q3=l) 

7=Instructional  duties  not  for  credit  without  faculty  status  (Ql=l,  Q1A=3,  Q3=2  or  3) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  indicate  faculty  status  for  respondents  who  had  any  instructional  duties, 
and  the  nature  of  their  principal  activity  (at  the  institution  from  which  they  were  sampled),  for  respondents 
who  had  no  instructional  duties  for  credit  during  the  1992  Fall  term. 

The  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variables  _1,  _1  A,  _2  and  _3.  SAS  variable  _1  has  a value  of  1 if 
a respondent  had  any  instructional  duties,  and  2 if  they  did  not.  SAS  variable  _1  A is  1 if  all  the  respondent  s 
instructional  duties  were  related  to  credit  courses,  or  advising,  or  supervising  academic  activities  for  credit;  2 
if  only  some  duties  were;  and  3 if  all  the  respondent's  instructional  duties  were  related  to  non-credit  courses, 
or  advising,  or  supervising  non-credit  academic  activities.  SAS  variable  _2  has  a value  of  1 if  the  respondent 
answered  teaching  was  their  principal  activity;  2 if  research;  3 if  techmcal  activities;  4 if  clinical  services;  5 if 
community/public  service;  6 if  administration  (unspecified),  or  9-23  if  administration  (specified);  7 if  the 
respondent  was  on  sabbatical;  8 if  subsidized  performer,  artist  in  residence,  etc;  and  24  for  a written  response 
that  could  not  be  coded  (other).  SAS  variable  _3  has  a value  of  1 if  the  respondent  had  faculty  status,  2 if  the 
respondent  did  not  have  faculty  status,  and  3 if  no  one  had  faculty  status  at  the  respondent's  institution. 

Codes  9-23  for  SAS  variable  _2,  created  from  respondent  verbatims  entered  at  code  6 to  specify  type  of 
administrative  activity,  are  as  follows: 

9=Dean,  Acting/Interim/Associate/Assistant  Dean 
10=Chair,  Acting/Associate/Assistant  Chair 

1 l=Director/Head/Coordinator  (of  a program,  group,  field  of  study) 

12=President,  Chief 
13=Assistant  to  the  President 

14=Vice  President,  Associate/Assistant  Vice  President 

15=Administrator,  Manager 

16=Chancellor,  Provost 

17=Chaplain 

18=Advisor,  Counselor 

19=Librarian,  Library  Director 

20=Registrar 

21=Secretary,  miscellaneous  clerical 
22=Adjunct  (unspecified) 

23=Athletic  Director,  Coach 
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X03_l 

Role;  Duties  collapsed 
CODE: 

l=Any  instructional  duties  for  credit 
2=Non-instructional  duties,  mainly  research 
3=Non-instructional  duties,  mainly  administration 

4=Non-credit  instructional  duties  with  faculty  status  or  non-ins^ctional  duties,  mainly  other 
5=No  instructional  duties  for  credit,  no  faculty  status 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  recoding  derived  variable  in  order  to  sort  respondents  with  any 

mstructional  duties  for  credit  (regardless  of  faculty  status)  from  respondents  with  faculty  status  who  did  not 
have  any  instructional  duties  for  credit  or  whose  main  non-instructional  duties  were  not  in  research  or 
admimstration.  Respondents  with  faculty  status  whose  main  responsibility  was  research  or  administration  are 
sorted  into  two  other  categories,  and,  finally,  respondents  without  faculty  status  and  only  non-credit  teaching 
duties  are  in  a separate  category. 

X04J 

Role:  Instructional  duties  by  faculty  status 
CODE; 

1 =Any  instructional  duties  for  credit  with  faculty  status 
2=No  instructional  duties  for  credit  with  faculty  status 

3 =Any  instructional  duties  for  credit  without  faculty  status 

4=No  instructional  duties  for  credit,  without  faculty  status 
Description  of  the  Derived  Variable- 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  recoding  of  derived  variable  in  order  to  sort  respondents  by 

instructional  duties  and  faculty  status. 

XOSJ 

Role;  Faculty  status  or  instructional  duties  for  credit 
CODE: 

l=Faculty  status  or  instructional  duties  for  credit 
2=Neither  faculty  status  nor  instructional  duties  for  credit 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  recoding  derived  variable  A192_7  to  separate  respondents  who  had  either 
faculty  status  or  instructional  duties  for  credit,  from  respondents  who  did  not  have  faculty  status  and  whose 
teaching  was  all  non-credit. 
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X06J 

Role:  Duties  modified 
CODE: 

1 =Any  instructional  duties  for  credit  with  faculty  status 
2= Any  instructional  duties  for  credit  without  facult>’  status 
3=Non-instructional  duties,  mainly  research 
4=Non-instructional  duties,  mainly  adminis^ation 

5=Non-credit  instructional  duties  with  faculty  status  and  non-instructional  duties,  mainly  other 
6=No  instruction  for  credit  and  no  faculty  status 

Description  of  the  J3erived  Variable:  • • , j • 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  recoding  derived  variable  X02_7  in  order  to  separate  instructional  duties 
for  credit  by  faculty  status  and  to  merge  non-credit  instructional  duties  with  faculty  status,  with 
non-instructional  duties  other  than  research  or  administration.  In  order  to  be  included  in  the  teaching  category 
an  individual  had  to  have  some  instructional  duties  for  credit. 

X07J 

Role:  Any  instruction  for  credit  with  teaching  as  primary  activity 
CODE: 
l=Yes 
2=No 


Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  indicate  whether  the  respondent  indicated  that  their  primary  activity  was 
teaching  (based  on  SAS  variable  _2)  and  that  at  least  some  of  their  teaching  responsibilities  were  related  to 
credit  courses  or  advising  or  supervising  academic  activities  for  credit  (SAS  variable  _1  A). 

X01_2 

Primary  activity,  all  (non-credit  teachers  included) 

CODE. 

l=Teaching  (Q2=l) 

2=Research  (Q2=2) 

3=Administration  (Q2=6  or  9 or  above) 

4=Other  (Q2  NE  1,2  or  6 or  9 or  above) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  indicate  each  respondent's  primary  activity  at  their  sampled  institution 
during  the  1992  Fall  term,  based  on  SAS  variable  _2.  Those  respondents  who  answered  that  their  primary 
activity  was  technical  activities,  clinical  service,  community/public  service,  on  sabbatical,  or  other  activities 
were  coded  as  "other"  at  XO 12.  (The  values  of  SAS  variable  _2  appear  in  the  description  of  derived  variable 
X02J.) 
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X02_2 

Primary  activity,  modified 
CODE: 

l=Teaching  (at  least  some  instructional  duties  for  credit) 

2=Research 

3=Administration 

4=Other  duties  (including  non-credit  teaching,  with  faculty  status) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  recoding  derived  variable  A'07  2 to  separate  non-credit  teaching  from  at 
least  some  teaching  for  credit.  Non-credit  teaching  with  faculty  status  is  merged  with  other  non-instructional 
duties.  Non-credit  teaching  without  faculty  status  is  not  included  in  this  variable. 

X01A4 

Employment:  Part-time  faculty  position  only  employment 
CODE. 

l=Yes(Q4=l  andQ17=l) 

2=No  (Q4=2,  or  Q4=l  and  Q17=2) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  identify  a respondent  whose  sole  employment  during  the  1992  Fall  Term 
was  as  a part-time  faculty  member  at  their  sampled  institution,  based  on  responses  at  SAS  variable  A4 
(full-time/part-time  status)  and  SAS  variable  B 17  (other  employment  during  the  1992  Fall  term). 

X01A6 

Employment:  Number  of  years  in  current  position  at  institution  (1993  minus  Q6) 

CODE: 

(NUMBER  YEARS,  open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  indicate  the  number  of  years  a respondent  has  been  at  the  position  held 
during  the  1992  Fall  Term  at  their  sampled  institution,  based  on  the  year  began  at  SAS  variable  A6. 

X01A7 

Tenure:  Tenure  status 
CODE: 

l=Tenured  (Q7=l) 

2=On  tenure  track  but  not  tenured  (Q7=2) 

3=Not  on  tenure  track  (Q7=3) 

4=No  tenure  system  for  respondent's  faculty  status  or  no  tenure  system  at  institution  (Q7=4  or  5) 
Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  A7  to  indicate  tenure  status  of  a respondent  during  the 
1992  Fall  Term;  codes  for  "no  tenure  system  for  respondent's  faculty  status"  and  "no  tenure  system  at  this 
institution"  have  been  merged  into  one  category. 
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X02A7 

Tenure:  Number  of  years  tenured  (1993  minus  Q7A) 

CODE: 

(NUMBER  YEARS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  A7A  to  provide  a calculation  of  the  number  of  years  a 
respondent  has  been  tenured. 

X01A9 

Academic  rank 
CODE: 

l=Not  applicable,  no  ranks  designated  at  institution  (Q9=NA) 

2=Full  Professor  (Q9=l) 

3=Associate  Professor  (Q9=2) 

4=Assistant  Professor  (Q9=3) 

5=Instructor  (Q9=4) 

6=Lecturer  (Q9=5) 

7=Other  ranks  (Q9=any  "other"  category') 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  A9  to  identify  a respondent's  academic  rank,  title  or 
position  at  their  sampled  institution  or  to  identify  the  fact  that  ranks  are  not  assigned.  SAS  variable  A9  has  a 
value  of  1 if  the  respondent  was  a full  professor,  2 if  an  associate  professor,  3 if  an  assistant  professor,  4 if  an 
instructor,  5 if  a lecturer,  6 if  an  unspecified  "other  rank",  and  7 or  above  if  "other  rank"  was  specified.  The 
reserve  code  used  for  NA  (not  applicable)=  -5.  Codes  7-25,  created  from  respondent  verbatims  entered  at 
code  6 to  specify  type  of  rank,  are  as  follows: 

7=Visiting  Faculty/Teacher/or  unspecified 

8=Professor  Emeritus 

9=Dean 

10=Chairperson 

1 l=Director,  Head,  Coordinator,  Executive 
12= Administration,  Administrator 
13=Management,  Supervisor 
14=Post-doctoral 

1 5 =Research  F ellow/Scientist/Professor 
16=President,  Chancellor 
17=Chaplain 

18=Coimselor,  Mentor,  Advisor 

19=Librarian,  Curator 

20=Research  Associate/Assistant 

21=Secretary,  miscellaneous  clerical 

22=Adjunct  Faculty/Teacher/or  unspecified 

23=Coach 

24=No  title,  no  rank 

25=Other 


' Q 

-O  u d 
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XOIAIO 

Academic  rank:  Number  of  years  since  rank  achieved  (1993-Q 10) 

CODE: 

(NUMBER  YEARS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  provide  a calculation  of  years  since  a respondent  first  achieved  the 
academic  rank  held  in  the  1 992  Fall  term,  based  on  the  year  entered  at  S AS  variable  A 1 0. 

XOlAll 

Appointment  type 
CODE: 

l=Regular  (Q1 1 NE  1,2,  or  3) 

2=Temporary  (Q1 1=1,2,  or  3)  . 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  determine  the  type  of  appointment  held  by  a respondent  at  their  sampled 
institution  in  the  Fall  of  1992.  SAS  variables  A1 1_1  through  A1 1_7  were  used  to  create  this  variable.  All 
_l=an  acting  appointment,  A1  l_2=affiliate  or  adjunct,  A1  l_3=visiting,  A1  l_4=assigned  by  religious  order, 
A1  l_5=clinical,  A1  l_6=research,  and  A1  l_7=none  of  the  above.  A1 1_1,  A1 1_2  or  A1 1_3  are  considered 
temporary  appointments;  A 1 1_4  through  A 1 1_7  are  considered  regular  appointments. 

X02A11 

Appointment  type  and  employment  status 
CODE: 

l=Full-time,  regular  (Q4=2,  Q1 1 NE  1,2,  or  3) 

2=Full-time,  temporary  (Q4=2,  Q 1 1 =1 ,2,  or  3) 

3=Part-time,  regular  (Q4=l,  Q1 1 NE  1,2,  or  3) 

4=Part-time,  temporary  (Q4=l,  Q1 1=1,2,  or  3) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  indicate  a respondent's  type  of  appointment  as  well  as  full-  or  part-time 
employment  status  at  their  sampled  institution,  based  on  SAS  variable  A4  and  derived  variableX07^77.  If 
SAS  variable  A4  is  1,  the  respondent  worked  part-time.  If  it  is  2,  the  respondent  worked  full-time.  XOlAll 
was  used  to  determine  the  type  of  appointment.  If  AT?  7.477=1,  the  appointment  is  regular.  If  AT?  7.477=2,  the 
appointment  is  temporary. 


Program  area:  Teaching  categories  (matches  NSOPF-88  categories) 

CODE: 

l=Agriculture  and  home  economics  (Q 12=  100-1 10,  350;  includes  agribusiness  (101), 
agricultural  sciences  (102),  renewable  resources  (103),  other  agriculture  (110),  and  home 
economics  (350)) 

2=Business  (Q 12= 160- 170;  includes  business  (160),  accounting  (161),  banking  and  finance 
(162),  business  administration  and  management  (163),  business  administrative  support 
(164),  human  resources  development  (165),  organizational  behavior  (166),  marketing  and 
distribution  (167)  and  other  business  (170)) 


X01A12 


504 
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3=Education  (Q12=220-250;  includes  general  education  (221),  basic  skills  (222),  bilingual 
and  cross-cultural  education  (223),  curriculum  and  instruction  (224),  education 
admimstration  (225),  education  evaluation  and  research  (226),  educational  psycholog}' 

(227)  special  ed.  (228),  student  counseling  and  personnel  services  (229)  other  education  (230), 
teacher  education-unspecified  (240),  pre-elementary  (241),  elementary  (242),  secondary 
(243),  adult  and  continuing  (244),  other  general  teacher  ed.  programs  (245)  and  teacher 
ed.  in  specific  subjects  (250)) 

4=Engineering  (Q  12=260-280;  includes  general,  civil,  mechanical,  chemical,  and  other 
engineering  (261-270),  engineering-related  technologies  (280)) 

5=Fine  arts  (Q12=140-150,  includes  art  history'  and  appreciation  (141),  crafts  (142),  dance 
(143),  design  (144),  dramatic  arts  (145),  film  arts  (146),  fine  arts  (147),  music  (148),  music 
history  and  appreciation  (149),  and  other  visual  or  performing  arts  (150)) 

6=Health  sciences  (Ql2=330-340;  includes  health  sciences-unspecified  (330),  allied  health 
technologies  (331),  dentistry  (332),  health  services  administration  (333),  medicine  (334),  nursing 
(335),  pharmacy  (336),  public  health  (337),  veterinary  medicine  (338),  and  other  health  sciences 
(340)) 

7=Humanities  (Q12=290-320,  480,  548;  includes  general  English  (291),  composition  (292), 
American  lit.  (293),  English  lit.  (294),  linguistics  (295),  speech  (296),  English  as  second  language 
(297),  other  English  (300),  foreign  languages-unspecified  (310),  Chinese  (311),  French  (312), 
German  (313),  Italian  (314),  Latin  (315),  Japanese  (316),  other  Asian  (317),  Russian  (318),  Spanish 
(319),  other  foreign  languages  (320),  philosophy  and  religion  (480),  and  history  (548)) 

8=Natural  sciences  (Q  12=200-2 10,  390-440;  includes  computer  science-unspecified  (200), 
computer  and  information  sciences  (201),  computer  programming  (202),  data  processing  (203), 
systems  analysis  (204),  other  computer  science  (210),  biological  sciences-unspecified  (390), 
biochemistry  (391),  biology  (392),  botany  (393),  genetics  (394),  immunology  (395),  microbiology 
(396),  physiology  (397),  zoology  (398),  other  biological  sciences  (400),  physical 
sciences-unspecified  (410),  astronomy  (411),  chemistiy  (412),  physics  (413),  geological  sciences 
(414),  other  physical  sciences  (420),  mathematics  (430),  and  statistics  (440)) 

9=Social  sciences  (Q  12=5 10,  540-547,  549-560;  includes  psychology  (51  OX  social 
sciences-unspecified  (540),  general  social  sciences  (541),  anthropology  (542),  archeology  (543),  area 
and  ethnic  studies  (544),  demography  (545),  economics  (546),  geography  (547)  international 
relations  (549),  political  science  (550),  sociology  (551),  and  other  social  sciences  (560)) 

10=A11  other  fields  (Q12=120-130,  180-190,  360,  370,  380,  450,  460,  470,  490,  500,  520,  530, 
570-900;  includes  architecture  (120-130),  communications  (180-190),  industrial  arts  (360),  law’ 
(370),  library  and  archival  sciences  (380X  military  studies  (450),  multi-interdisciplinary  studies 
(460),  parks  and  recreation  (470),  theology  (490),  protective  services  (500),  public  affairs  (520), 
science  technologies  (530),  Vocational  training  (570),  construction  trades  (600-610),  consumer  ’ 
services  (620-630),  mechanics  and  repairers  (640-644),  precision  production  (660-670), 
transportation  (680-690),  and  "other"  (900)) 


Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  A12A  in  order  to  identify  the  general  program  area  of  a 
respondent  s principal  field  of  teaching.  The  categories  match  NSOPF-88  program  area  categories. 


X02A12 


Program  area:  Teaching  categories  (detailed  classification) 


CODE: 


l=Agriculture  and  home  economics  (Q12=100-l  10,  350) 

2=Business  (Q 12=  160- 170) 

3=Communications  (Q 12=  180- 190) 

4=Teacher  education  (Q  12=240-250;  includes  teacher  education-unspecified  (240), 
pre-elementary  (241),  elementary  (242),  secondary  (243),  adult  and  continuing  (244),  other 
general  teacher  ed.  programs  (245)  and  teacher  education  in  specific  subjects  (250)) 

5=Other  education  (Q  12=220-230)  general  education  (221),  basic  skills  (222),  bilingual  and 
cross-cultural  education  (223),  curriculum  and  instruction  (224),  education  administration 
(225),  education  evaluation  and  research  (226),  educational  psychology  (227),  special  ed. 
(228),  student  counseling  and  personnel  services  (229)  other  education  (230)) 

6=Engineering  (Q  12=260-280) 

7=Fine  arts  (Q 12=  140- 150) 

8=First-professional  health  sciences  (from  Q12,  includes  dentistry  (332),  medicine  (334), 
pharmacy  (336),  and  veterinary  medicine  (338)) 

9=Nursing  (Q  12=335) 

10=Other  health  sciences  (from  Q 12,  includes  health  sciences-unspecified  (330),  allied  health 
technologies  (331),  health  services  administration  (333),  public  health  (337),  and  other  health 
sciences  (340)) 

1 l=English  and  literature  (Q  12=290-300) 
r 12=Foreign  languages  (Q  12=3 10-320) 

13=History  (Q  12=548) 

14=Philosophy  and  religion  (Q  12=480) 

15=Law  (Q  12=370) 

16=Biological  sciences  (Q  12=390-400) 

17=Physical  sciences  (Q  12=4 10-420) 

18=Mathematics  (from  Q12,  includes  mathematics  (430)  and  statistics  (440)) 

19=Computer  sciences  (Q  12=200-2 10) 

20=Economics  (Q 1 2=546) 

21=Political  science  (Q12=550) 

22=Psychology  (Q  12=5 10 
23=Sociology  (Q  12=551) 

24=Other  social  sciences  (from  Q 12,  includes  social  sciences-unspecified  (540),  general 
social  sciences  (541),  anthropology  (542),  archeology  (543),  area  and  ethnic  studies  (544), 
demography  (545),  economics  (546),  geography  (547),  international  relations  (549),  political 
science  (550),  sociology  (55 1),  and  other  social  sciences  (560)) 

25=Occupationally  specific  programs  (from  Q12,  includes  vocational  training  (570,  600-690), 
parks  & recreation  (470),  protective  services  (500),  and  science  technologies  (530)) 

26=A11  other  programs  (from  Q12,  includes  architecture  (120-130),  industrial  arts  (360), 
library  and  archival  sciences  (380),  military  studies  (450),  multi/interdisciplinary  studies 
(460),  theology  (490),  public  affairs  (520),  and  "other"  (900)) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  A 12A  to  identify  the  specific  program  area  of  a 
respondent's  principal  field  of  teaching,  in  more  detail  than  in  1988. 
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X03A12 

Program  area:  Teaching  or  research  (if  no  teaching  area),  detailed  classification 
CODE:, 

l=Agriculture  and  home  economics  (Q12  or  Q13=100-l  10,  350) 

2=Business  (Q12  or  Q13=160-170;  includes  business  (160),  accounting  (161),  banking  and  finance 
(162),  business  administration  and  finance  (163),  business  administrative  report  (164),  human 
resources  development  (165),  organizational  behavior  (166),  marketing  and  .distribution  (167)  and. 
other  business  (170)) 

3=Communications  (Q12  or  Q 13= 180- 190) 

4=Teacher  education  (Q12  or  Q 13=240-250;  includes  teacher  education  (240),  pre-elementary 
(241),  elementary  (242),  secondary  (243),  adult  and  continuing  (244),  other  general  teacher  ed. 
programs  (245)  and  teacher  education  in  specific  subjects  (250))  • 

5=Other  education  (Q12  or  Q 13=220-230)  general  education  (221),  basic  skills  (222),  bilingual  and 
cross-cultural  education  (223),  education  administration  (225),  educational  psycholog>'  (227),  other 
education  (230))  , 

6=Engineering  (Q 12  or  Q 13=260-280) 

7=Fine  arts  (Q12  or  Q13=140-150) 

8=First-professional  health  sciences  (from  Q12  or  Q13,  includes  dentistry  (332),  medicine 
(334),  pharmacy  (336),  and  veterinary  medicine  (338))\ 

9=Nursing  (Q12  or  Q 13=335) 

10=Other  health  sciences  (from  Q12  or  Q13,  includes  health  sciences-unspecified  (330),  allied 
health  technologies  (331),  health  services  administration  (333),  public  health  (337),  and  other 
health  sciences  (340)) 

1 1 =English  and  literature  (Q 1 2 or  Q 1 3 =2 90-3 00) 

12=Foreign  languages  (Q12  or  Q13=3 10-320) 

13=History  (Q12  or  Q13=548) 

1 4=Philosophy  and  religion  (Q 1 2 or  Q 1 3 =4 80) 

15=Law(Q12orQ13=370) 

1 6=Biological  sciences  (Q 1 2 or  Q 1 3=3  90-400) 

17=Physical  sciences  (Q12  or  Q 1 3=4 1 0-420) 

1 8=Mathematics  (from  Q12  or  Q13,  includes  mathematics  (430)  and  statistics  (440)) 

1 9=Computer  sciences  (Q 1 2 or  Q 1 3=200-2 10) 

20=Economics  (Q12  or  Q13=546) 

21=Political  science  (Q12  or  Q 13=550) 

22=Psychology  (Q12  or  Q 13=5 10) 

23=Sociology  (Q12  orQ13=551) 

24=Other  social  sciences  (from  Q12  or  Q13,  includes  social  sciences-unspecified  (540),  general 
social  sciences  (541),  anthropology  (542),  archeology  (543),  area  and  ethnic  studies  (544),  • 
demography  (545),  economics  (546),  geography  (547),  history  (548),  international  relations  (549), 
political  science  (550),  sociology  (55 1),  and  other  social  sciences  (560)) 

25=Occupationally  specific  programs  (from  Q12  or  Q13,  includes  vocational  training  (570, 

600-690),  parks  & recreation  (470),  protective  services  (500),  and  science  technologies 
(530)) 

26=A11  other  programs  (from  Q12  or  Q13,  includes  architecture  (120-130),  industrial  arts 
(360),  library  and  archival  sciences  (380),  military  studies  (450),  multi/interdisciplinary  studies 
(460),  theology  (490),  public  affairs  (520),  and  "other"  (900)) 


Description  oflthe  Derived  Variable: 

X03A12  is  the  classification  of  a respondent's  answer  for  principal  field  or  discipline  of  teaching  at  X02A 12 
into  a specific  program  area.  If  the  respondent  had  no  principal  teaching  field,  thenX03A12  uses  the 
classification  of  the  respondent's  principal  research  area  at  X02A 13  into  a specific  program  area. 

X01A13 

Program  area:  Research  categories  (matches  NSOPF-88  categories) 

CODE: 

l=Agriculture  and  home  economics  (Q 13=  100-1 10,  350;  includes  agribusiness  (101), 
agricultural  sciences  (102),  renewable  resources  (103),  other  agriculture  (110),  and  home 
economics  (350)) 

2=Business  (Q13=160-170;  includes  accounting  (161),  banking  and  finance  (162),  business 
administration  and  finance  (163),  business  administrative  report  (164),  human  resources 
development  (165),  organizational  behavior  (166),  marketing  and  distribution  (167)  and  other 
business  (170)) 

3=Education  (Q  13=220-2  50;  includes  basic  skills  (222),bilingual  and  cross-cultural  education 
(223),  education  administration  (225),  educational  psychology  (227),  other  education  (230), 
teacher  education  (240),  pre-elementary  (241),  elementary  (242),  secondary  (243),  adult  and 
continuing  (244),  other  general  teacher  ed.  programs  (245)  and  teacher  education  in  specific 
subjects  (250)) 

4=Engineering  (Q13=260-280;  includes  general,  civil,  mechanical,  chemical  and  other 
engineering  (261-270),  engineering-related  technologies  (280)) 

5=Fine  arts  (Q13=140-150,  includes  art  history  and  appreciation  (141),  crafts  (142),  dance 
(143),  design  (144),  dramatic  arts  (145),  film  arts  (146),  fine  arts  (147),  music  (148),  music 
history  and  appreciation  (149),  and  other  visual  or  performing  arts  (150)) 

6=Health  sciences  (Q13=330-340;  includes  health  sciences-unspecified  (330),  allied  health 
technologies  (331),  dentistry  (332),  health  services  administration  (333),  medicine  (334), 
nursing  (335),  pharmacy  (336),  public  health  (337),  veterinary  medicine  (338),  and  other 
health  sciences  (340)) 

7=Humanities  (Q13=290-320, 480,  548;  includes  general  English  (291),  composition  (292), 
American  lit.  (293),  English  lit.  (294),  linguistics  (295),  speech  (296),  English  as  second 
language  (297),  other  English  (300),  foreign  languages-unspecified  (310),  Chinese  (311), 

French  (312),  German  (313),  Italian  (314),  Latin  (315),  Japanese  (316),  other  Asian  (317), 
Russian  (318),  Spanish  (319),  other  foreign  languages  (320),  philosophy  and  religion  (480), 
and  history  (548)) 

8=Natural  sciences  (Q13=200-210,  390-440;  includes  computer  science  (200),  computer  and 
information  sciences  (201),  computer  programming  (202),  data  processing  (203),  systems 
analysis  (204),  other  computer  science  (210),  biological  sciences-imspecified  (390), 
biochemistry  (391),  biology  (392),  botany  (393),  genetics  (394),  immunology  (395), 
microbiology  (396),  physiology  (397),  zoology  (398),  other  biological  sciences  (400), 
physical  sciences  (410),  astronomy  (411),  chemistry  (412),  physics  (413),  geological  sciences 
(414),  other  physical  sciences  (420),  mathematics  (430),  and  statistics  (440)) 
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9=Social  sciences  (Q  13=5 10,  540-547,  549-560;  includes  psychology  (510),  social  sciences 
and  history  (540),  general  social  sciences  (541),  anthropology  (542),  archeology  (543),  area 
and  ethnic  studies  (544),  demography  (545),  economics  (546),  geography  (547),  history 
(548),  international  relations  (549),  political  science  (550),  sociology  (551),  and  other  social 
sciences  (560)) 

10=A11  other  fields  (Q13=120-130,  180-190,360,370,380,450,460,470,490,500,520, 

530,  570-900;  includes  architecture  (120-130),  communications  (180-190),  industrial  arts 
(360),  law  (370),  library  and  archival  sciences  (380),  military  studies  (450), 
multi-interdisciplinary  studies  (460),  parks  and  recreation  (470),  theology  (490),  protective 
services  (500),  public  affairs  (520),  science  technologies  (530),  vocational  training  (570), 
construction  trades  (600-610),  consumer  services  (620-630),  mechanics  and  repairers 
(640-644),  precision  production  (660-670),  transportation  (680-690),  and  "other"  (900)) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  ABA  in  order  to  identify  the  general  program  area  of  a 
respondent's  principal  field  of  research.  The  categories  match  NSOPF-88  program  area  categories. 

X02A13 

Program  area:  Research  categories  (detailed  classification) 

CODE: 

l=Agriculture  and  home  economics  (Q 13= 100-1 10,  350) 

2=Business  (Q13=160-170;  includes  business  (160),  accounting  (161),  banking  and  finance 
(162),  business  administration  and  finance  (163X  business  administrative  report  (164),  human 
resources  development  (165),  organizational  behavior  (166),  marketing  and  distribution  (167) 
and  other  business  (170)) 

3=Communications  (Q 1 2=  1 80- 1 90) 

4=Teacher  education  (Q  12=240-250;  includes  teacher  education  (240),  pre-elementary 
(241),  elementary  (242),  secondary  (243),  adult  and  continuing  (244),  other  general  teacher 
ed.  programs  (245)  and  teacher  education  in  specific  subjects  (250)) 

5=Other  education  (Q12=220-230)  general  education  (221),  basic  skills  (222),  bilingual  and 
cross-cultural  education  (223),  education  administration  (225),  educational  psychology  (227), 
other  education  (230)) 

6=Engineering  (Q  13=260-280) 

7=Fine  arts  (Q 13= 140- 150) 

8=First-professional  health  sciences  (from  Q13,  includes  dentistry  (332),  medicine  (334), 
pharmacy  (336),  and  veterinary  medicine  (338)) 

9=Nursing  (Q  13=335) 

10=Other  health  sciences  (from  Q13,  includes  health  sciences-unspecified  (330),  allied  health 
technologies  (331),  health  services  administration  (333),  public  health  (337),  and  other  health 
sciences  (340)) 

1 l=English  and  literature  (Q  13=290-300) 

12=Foreign  languages  (Q  13=3 10-320) 

13=History(Q  13=548) 

14=Philosophy  and  religion  (Q  13=480) 

15=Law(Q  13=370) 

1 6=Biological  sciences  (Q  13=390-400) 

17=Physical  sciences  (Q  13=4 10-420) 

18=Mathematics  (from  Q13,  includes  mathematics  (430)  and  statistics  (440)) 
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1 9=Computer  sciences  (Q 1 3=200-2 1 0) 

20=Economics  (Q  13=546) 

21=Political  sciences  (Q  13=5 50) 

22=Psychology  (Q 1 3=5 1 0) 

23=Sociology  (Q  13=551) 

24=Other  social  sciences  (from  Q12,  includes  social  sciences  and  history  (540),  general  social 
sciences  (541),  anthropology  (542),  archeology  (543),  area  and  ethnic  studies  (544), 
demography  (545),  economics  (546),  geography  (547),  history  (548),  international  relations 
(549),  political  science  (550),  sociology  (55 1),  and  other  social  sciences  (560)) 
25=Occupationally  specific  programs  (from  Q13,  includes  vocational  training  (570,  600-690), 
parks  & recreation  (470),  protective  services  (500),  and  science  technologies  (530)) 

26=A11  other  programs  (from  Q13,  includes  architecture  (120-130),  industrial  arts  (360), 
library  and  archival  sciences  (380),  military  studies  (450),  multi/interdisciplinary  studies  (460), 
theology  (490),  public  affairs  (520),  and  "other"  (900)) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  ABA  to  identify  the  specific  program  area  of  a 
respondent's  principal  field  of  research,  in  more  detail  than  in  1988. 

X01B14 

Awards:  Undergraduate  awards 
CODE: 

l=Yes  (Q14=l  or  2 or  3 or  4 or  5) 

2=No  (Q14=6) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  collapse  the  five  categories  for  academic  honors  received  by  a 
respondent  (SAS  variables  B14_l  to  B14_5)  into  one  category  in  order  to  indicate  whether  the 
respondent  reported  receiving  any  academic  honors. 

The  variables  B14_l  to  B14_5  are  as  follows: 

B14_l=National  academic  honor  society,  such  as  Phi  Beta  Kappa,  Tau  Beta  Pi,  or  other  field-specific 
national  honor 

B14_2=Cum  laude  or  honors 
B14_3=Magna  cum  laude  or  high  honors 
B14_4=Summa  cum  laude  or  highest  honors 
B14_5=Other  undergraduate  academic  achievement  award 


ERIC 
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X01B16 

Degree.  Highest  degree 
CODE: 

l=Ph.D.  (Q16A1=2) 

2=First-professional  (Q16A1=1) 

3=Master's  (Q 1 6A 1 =3) 

4=Bachelor's  (Q16A1=4) 

5=Less  than  bachelor's  (Q 1 6A 1 =5  or  6 or  7) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  in  order  to  describe  the  highest  degree  or  award  achieved  by  a respondent. 
If  a respondent  reported  both  a Ph  D.  and  a first  professional  degree,  Z0757  6 was  coded  as  "1 ",  (Ph  D.)  SAS 
variable  B16A1  (code  for  type  of  degree)  was  used  in  the  creation  of  this  variable. 

The  values  for  B16A1  are  as  follows: 

l=Professional  degree  (M.D.,  D.D.S.,  L.L.B.,  etc.) 

2=Doctoral  degree  (Ph  D.,  Ed.D.,  etc.) 

3=Master's  degree  or  equivalent 
4=Bachelor's  degree  or  equivalent 

5 Certificate,  diploma,  or  degree  for  completion  of  undergraduate  program  of  more  than  two  years  but 
less  than  four  years  in  length 
6=Associate's  degree  or  equivalent 

7-Certificate,  diploma,  or  degree  for  completion  of  undergraduate  program  of  at  least  1 year  but  less 
than  two  years  in  length 

X02B16 

Degree:  Highest  degree  year 
CODE. 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  year  in  which  a respondent  received  their  highest  degree,  based 
on  SAS  variable  B 1 6B 1 (year  highest  degree  received). 


30 


X03B16 

Degree:  Highest  degree  program  area  (matches  NSOPF-88  categories) 

CODE: 

l=Agriculture  and  home  economics  (B16C1=100-1 10,  350;  includes  agribusiness  (101), 
agricultural  sciences  (102),  renewable  resources  (103),  other  agriculture  (110),  and  home  economics 
(350)) 

2=Business  (B16C1=160-170;  includes  accounting  (161),  banking  and  finance  (162),  business 
administration  and  finance  (163),  business  administrative  report  (164),  human  resources 
development  (165),  organizational  behavior  (166),  marketing  and  distribution  (167)  and  other 
business  (170)) 

3=Education  (B  1601=220-250;  includes  basic  skills  (222),  bilingual  and  cross-cultural 
education  (223),  education  administration  (225),  educational  psychology  (227),  other  education 
(230),  teacher  education  (240),  pre-elementary  (241),  elementary  (242),  secondary  (243),  adult  and 
continuing  (244),  other  general  teacher  ed.  programs  (245)  and  teacher  education  in  specific  subjects 
(250)) 

4=Engineering  (B16C  1=260-280;  includes  general,  civil,  mechanical,  chemical  and  other 
engineering  (261-270),  engineering-related  technologies  (280)) 

5=Fine  arts  (B1 601=140-150,  includes  art  history'  and  appreciation  (141),  crafts  (142),  dance 
(143),  design  (144),  dramatic  arts  (145),  film  arts  (146),  fine  arts  (147),  music  (148),  music  history' 
and  appreciation  ( 1 49),  and  other  visual  or  performing  arts  (150)) 

6=Health  sciences  (B16Cl=330-340;  includes  health  sciences-imspecified  (330),  allied  health 
technologies  (331),  dentistry  (332),  health  services  administration  (333),  medicine  (334),  nursing 
(335),  pharmacy  (336),  public  health  (337),  veterinary  medicine  (338),  and  other  health  sciences 
(340))  ■ 

7=Humanities  (B  1601=290-320,  480,  548;  includes  general  English  (291),  composition  (292), 
American  lit.  (293),  English  lit.  (294),  linguistics  (295),  speech  (296),  English  as  second  language 
(297),  other  English  (300),  foreign  languages  (310),  Ohinese  (311),  French  (312),  German  (313), 
Italian  (314),  Latin  (315),  Japanese  (316),  other  Asian  (317),  Russian  (318),  Spanish  (319),  other 
foreign  languages  (320),  philosophy  and  religion  (480),  and  history  (548)) 

8=Natural  sciences  (B1601=200-210,  390-440;  includes  computer  science  (200),  computer  and 
information  sciences  (201),  computer  programming  (202),  data  processing  (203),  systems  analysis 
(204),  other  computer  science  (210),  biological  sciences  (390),  biochemistry  (391),  biology  (392), 
botany  (393),  genetics  (394),  immunology  (395),  microbiology  (396),  physiology  (397),  zoology 
(398),  other  biological  sciences  (400),  physical  sciences  (4 1 0),  astronomy  (411),  chemistry  (4 1 2), 
physics  (413),  geological  sciences  (414),  other  physical  sciences  (420),  mathematics  (430),  and 
statistics  (440)) 

9=Social  sciences  (B16C1=510,  540-547,  549-560;  includes  psychology  (510),  social  sciences 
and  history  (540),  general  social  sciences  (541),  anthropology  (542),  archeology  (543),  area  and 
ethnic  studies  (544),  demography  (545),  economics  (546),  geography  (547),  history  (548), 
international  relations  (549),  political  science  (550),  sociology  (551),  and  other  social  sciences  (560)) 
10=A11  other  fields  (B16C1=120-130,  180-190,  360,  370,  380,  450,  460,  470,  490,  500,  520, 530, 
570-900;  includes  architecture  (120-130),  communications  (180-190),  industrial  arts  (360),  law 
(370),  library  and  archival  sciences  (380X  military  studies  (450),  multi-interdisciplinary  studies 
(460),  parks  and  recreation  (470),  theology  (490),  protective  services  (500),  public  affairs  (520), 
science  technologies  (530),  vocational  training  (570),  construction  trades  (600-610),  consumer 
services  (620-630),  mechanics  and  repairers  (640-644),  precision  production  (660-670), 
transportation  (680-690),  and  "other"  (900)) 
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Description  of  the  Derived  Variahlp;- 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  B16C1  in  order  to  identify  the  general  program  area  of 
a respondent  s highest  degree  field.  The  categories  match  NSOPF-88  program  area  categories. 

X07B16 

Degree:  Highest  degree  program  area  (more  detailed  classification) 

CODE: 

l=Agriculture  and  home  economics  (B16C1=100-1 10,  350) 

2=Business  (B  1601=160-170;  includes  business  (160),  accounting  (161),  banking  and  finance 
(162),  business  administration  and  finance  (163),  business  administrative  report  (164),  human 
resources  development  (165),  organizational  behavior  (166),  marketing  and  distribution  (167)  and 
other  business  (170)) 

3=Communications  (B 1 6C 1 = 1 80- 1 90) 

4=Teacher  education  (B16Cl=240-250;  includes  teacher  education  (240),  pre-elementary 
(241),  elementary  (242),  secondary  (243),  adult  and  continuing  (244),  other  general  teacher  ed. 
programs  (245)  and  teacher  education  in  specific  subjects  (250)) 

5=Other  education  (Q  12=220-230)  general  education  (221),  basic  skills  (222),  bilingual  and 
cross-cultural  education  (223),  education  administration  (225),  educational  psychology  (227),  other 
education  (230)) 

6=Engineering  (B16Cl=260-280) 

7=Fine  arts  (B16C1=140-150) 

8=First-professional  health  sciences  (from  B16C1,  includes  dentistry  (332),  medicine  (334), 
pharmacy  (336),  and  veterinary  medicine  (338)) 

9=Nursing  (B16C1=335) 

10=Other  health  sciences  (from  B16C1,  includes  health  sciences-unspecified  (330),  allied  health 
technologies  (331),  health  services  administration  (333),  public  health  (337),  and  other  health 
sciences  (340)) 

1 l=English  and  literature  (B16Cl=291-300) 

12=Foreign  languages  (B16C  1=3 10-320) 

13=History(B16C  1=548) 

14=Philosophy  (B16C1=480) 

15=Law  (B16C  1=370) 

16=Biological  sciences  (B16C  1=3  90-400) 

17=Physical  sciences  (B16C  1=4 10-420) 

1 8=Mathematics  (from  B 1 6C 1 , includes  mathematics  (430)  and  statistics  (440)) 

1 9=Computer  sciences  (B 1 6C  1=200-2 1 0) 

20=Economics  (B16C  1=546) 

21=Political  science  (B16C  1=550) 

22=Psychology  (B 1 6C 1 =5 1 0) 

23=Sociology(B16Cl=551) 

24=Other  social  sciences  (from  B16C1,  includes  categories  540,  541  542  543  544  545  547  549 
and  560) 

25=Occupationally  specific  programs  (from  B16C1,  includes  vocational  training  (570, 600-690), 
parks  & recreation  (470),  protective  services  (500),  and  science  technologies  (530)) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  B1 6C 1 in  order  to  identify  the  specific  program  area  of 
a respondent's  highest  degree  field,  in  more  detail  than  in  1988. 
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X06B16 

Employment:  Position  at  institution  Fall  1992  first  or  only  job  since  highest  degree  attained 
CODE; 
l=Yes 
2=No 


Description  ^Lthe  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  whether  a respondent's  current  position  is  the  only  position  held 
since  attaining  the  highest  degree.  This  variable  was  created  using  SAS  variables  B16B1  (year  highest  or  only 
degree  received),  B17A  (number  of  different  jobs  during  Fall  1992),  B18A  (main  other  current  job),  and  SAS 
variables  B19A1A  and  B19A1B  (years  most  recent  job  was  held). 

X01B18 

Employment:  Employment  sector  of  main  other  Fall  1 992  job 
CODE: 

l=Postsecondary  institution  (Q18=l  or  2) 

2=Hospital,  foundation  or  government  (Q18=5,  6 or  8) 

3=Consulting  or  self-Employed  (Q 1 8=4) 

4=For  profit  business  (Q 1 8=7) 

5=Other(Q18=3  or  9) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  indicate  the  employment  sector  of  the  main  other  job  held  by  a 
respondent  during  the  1992  Fall  term  (SAS  variable  B18).  Postsecondary  institutions  (two-year  or  four-year) 
are  collapsed  into  code  1;  hospitals,  foundations  or  government  employment  are  collapsed  into  Code  2;  and 
elementary  or  secondary  institution  is  included  in  Code  5 (Other). 

The  codes  for  SAS  variable  B18  are  as  follows: 

l=Four-year  college  or  university,  graduate  or  professional  school 
2=Two-year  or  other  postsecondary  institution 
3=Elementary  or  secondary  school 

4=Consulting,  freelance  work,  self-owned  business,  or  private  practice 
5=Hospital  or  other  health  care  or  clinical  setting 

6=Foundation  or  other  nonprofit  organization  other  than  health  care  organization 
7=For-profit  business  or  industry  in  the  private  sector 
8=Federal  government,  including  military,  or  state  or  local  government 
9=Other 
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X02B18 

Employment:  Primary  responsibility  of  main  other  Fall  1 992  job 
CODE: 

l=Teaching  (Q18B=1) 

2=Research  (Q18B=2) 

3=Other(Q18BNE  1 or2) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

Primary  responsibilities  reported  at  SAS  variable  B18B  other  than  teaching  or  research  are  collapsed  to 
create  this  derived  variable. 

Codes  3-7  for  SAS  variable  B18B  are  as  follows: 

3=Technical  activities 
4=Clinical  service 
5=Conununity/public  service 
6=Administration 
7=Other 

X01B19 

Employment:  Employment  sector  of  most  recent  main  job  ending  before  Fall  1 992 
CODE: 

l=Postsecondary  institution  (Q19A2=1  or  2) 

2=Hospital,  foundation  or  government  (Q 1 9A2=5,  6 or  8) 

3=Consulting  or  self-employed  (Q19A2=4) 

4=For  profit  business  (Q19A2=7) 

5=Other  (Q19A2=3  or  9) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  indicate  the  employment  sector  of  the  most  recent  job  held  by  a 
respondent  prior  to  Fall  1992  (SAS  variable  B19A2).  Postsecondary  institutions  (two-year  or  four-year) 
collapsed  into  code  1;  hospitals,  foundations  or  government  employment  are  collapsed  into  Code  2;  and 
elementary  or  secondary  institution  is  included  in  Code  5 (other). 

The  codes  for  SAS  variable  B19A2  are  as  follows: 

l=Four-year  college  or  university,  graduate  or  professional  school 
2=2 -year  or  other  postsecondaty  institution 
3=Elementary  or  secondary  school 

4=Consulting,  freelance  work,  self-owned  business,  or  private  practice 
5=Hospital  or  other  health  care  or  clinical  setting 

6— Foundation  or  other  nonprofit  orgamzation  other  than  health  care  organization 

7=For-profit  business  or  industry  in  the  private  sector 

8— Federal  government,  including  military,  or  state  or  local  government 
9=Other 


are 
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X02B19 

Employment:  Primary  responsibility  of  most  recent  main  job 
CODE: 

l=Teaching  (Q19A3=1) 

2=Research  (Q 1 9A3=2) 

3=Other  (Q19A3  NE  1 or  2) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  indicate  whether  the  primary  responsibility  of  a respondent  was  teachmg, 
research  or  another  activity  using  SAS  variable  B19A3.  Codes  for  techmcal  activities,  clinical  service, 
community/public  service,  and  administration  have  been  collapsed  into  the  "other"  code. 

Codes  3-7  for  SAS  variable  B19A3  are  as  follows: 

3=Technical  activities 
4=Clinical  service 
5=Community/public  service 
6=Administration 
7=Other 

X01B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching;  Career  output  for  refereed  articles  (Q20A1) 

CODE; 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variablo:  , • • 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  one  aspect  of  a faculty  respondent's  non-teaching  productivity 
over  the  course  of  their  career.  This  variable  is  based  on  SAS  variable: 

B20Al=Total  number  of  articles  published  in  refereed  professional  or  trade  journals  during  career 
X02B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Career  output  for  books,  chapters  (Q20A6+A7+A8+A9) 

CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  one  aspect  of  a faculty  respondent's  non-teaching  productivity 
over  the  course  of  their  career.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

B20A6=Total  number  of  chapters  in  edited  volumes  during  career 
B20A7=Total  number  of  textbooks  during  career 
B20A8=Total  number  of  other  books  during  career 
B20A9=Total  number  of  monographs  during  career 
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X03B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching!  Career  output  for  book  reviews  (O20A5) 
CODE: 

(Open-ended) 


Description  of  the  Derived  Variahlp- 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  one  aspect  of  a faculty  respondent’s  non-teaching  productivity 
over  the  course  of  their  career.  This  variable  is  based  on  SAS  variable: 

B20A5=Total  number  of  published  reviews  of  books,  articles,  or  creative  works  during  career 
X04B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Career  output  for  other  reports  (Q20A2+A 10) 

(Open-ended) 


DfiSCriPtion  of  the  Derived  Variahlf^- 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  one  aspect  of  a faculty  respondent’s  non-teaching  productivity 
over  the  course  of  their  career.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables:  . 

B20A2=Total  number  of  articles  published  in  non-refereed  professional  or  trade  journals  durine 
career  ® 

B20A10=TotaI  number  of  research  or  technical  reports  disseminated  internally  or  to  clients  durine 
career  ® 


X05B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Career  output  for  presentations,  exhibitions  O20A1  l+Ani 
CODE:  ' 

(Open-ended) 


Description  of  the  Derived  Variahl^.- 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  one  aspect  of  a faculty  respondent’s  non-teaching  productivity 
over  the  course  of  their  career.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 


B20A1 1 -Total  number  of  presentations  at  conferences,  workshops,  etc.  during  career 
B20A  12-Total  number  of  exhibitions  or  performances  in  the  fine  or  appUed  arts  during  career 
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X06B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Career  output  for  niunber  of  publications  (total  of  Q20A 1 through  A 1 0) 

CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  most  aspects  of  a respondent's  non-teaching  productivity  over 
the  course  of  their  career.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

B20Al=Total  number  of  articles  published  in  refereed  professional  or  trade  journals  during  career 
B20A2=Total  number  of  articles  published  in  non-refereed  professional  or  trade  journals  during 
career 

B20A3=Total  number  of  creative  works  published  in  juried  media  diuing  career 
B20A4=Total  number  of  creative  works  published  in  non-juried  media  or  in-house  newsletters  during 
career 

B20A5=Total  number  of  published  reviews  of  books,  articles,  or  creative  works  during  career 

B20A6=T otal  number  of  chapters  in  edited  volimies  during  career 

B20A7=Total  number  of  textbooks  during  career 

B20A8=Total  number  of  other  books  diuing  career 

B20A9=Total  number  of  monographs  during  career 

B20A10=Total  number  of  research  or  technical  reports  disseminated  internally  or  to  clients  during 
career 


X07B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Career  output  for  number  of  years  for 
total  career  refereed  articles  (1993  minus  Q16B1) 

CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  number  of  years  of  career  output  of  a respondent's 
non-teaching  productivity  (publications,  presentations,  exhibitions,  etc.)  since  achieving  their  highest  degree. 

X08B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Output  past  two  years  for  refereed  articles  (Q20B 1) 

CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  one  aspect  of  a faculty  respondent's  non-teaching  productivity 
during  the  past  two  years.  This  variable  is  based  on  SAS  variable: 

B20Bl=Number  of  articles  published  in  refereed  professional  or  trade  journals  during  past  two  years 
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X09B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Output  past  two  years  for  books,  chapters  (Q20B6-hB7-(-B8-i-B9) 

CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  one  aspect  of  a faculty  respondent's  non-teaching  productivity 
during  the  past  two  years.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

B20B6=Number  of  chapters  in  edited  volumes  during  past  two  years 
B20B7=Number  of  textbooks  during  past  two  years 
B20B8=Number  of  other  books  during  past  two  years 
B20B9=Number  of  monographs  during  past  two  years 

X10B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Output  past  two  years  for  book  reviews  (Q20B5) 

CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  one  aspect  of  a faculty  respondent's  non-teaching  productivity 
during  the  past  two  years.  This  variable  is  based  on  SAS  variable: 

B20B5=Number  of  published  reviews  of  books,  articles,  or  creative  works  during  past  two  years 
X11B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Output  past  two  years  for  other  reports  (Q20B2-(-B10) 

CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  one  aspect  of  a faculty  respondent's  non-teaching  productivity 
during  the  past  two  years.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

B20B2=Number  of  articles  published  in  non-refereed  professional  or  trade  journals  during  past  two  years 
B20B10=Number  of  research  or  technical  reports  disseminated  internally  or  to  clients  during  past  two  years 

X12B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Output  past  two  years  for  presentations,  exhibitions  (Q20B 1 1 -t-B  1 2) 

CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  one  aspect  of  a faculty  respondent's  non-teaching  productivity 
during  the  past  two  years.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

B20B1  l=Number  of  presentations  at  conferences,  workshops,  etc.  during  past  two  years 
B20B12=Number  of  exhibitions  or  performances  in  the  fine  or  applied  arts  during  past  two  years 
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X13B20 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Output  past  two  years  for  number  of  publications  (total  of  Q20B1  through  BIO) 
CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  on  most  aspects  of  a respondent's  non-teaching  productivity 
during  the  past  two  years.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

B20B  l=Number  of  articles  published  in  refereed  professional  or  trade  journals  during  past  two  years 
B20B2=Number  of  articles  published  in  non-refereed  professional  or  trade  journals  during  past  two 
years 

B20B3=Number  of  creative  works  published  in  juried  media  during  past  two  years 
B20B4=Number  of  creative  works  published  in  non-juried  media  or  in-house  newsletters  during  past 
two  years 

B20B5=Number  of  published  reviews  of  books,  articles,  or  creative  works  during  past  two  years 

B20B6=Number  of  chapters  in  edited  volumes  during  past  two  years 

B20B7=Number  of  textbooks  during  past  two  years 

B20B8=Number  of  other  books  during  past  two  years 

B20B9=Number  of  monographs  during  past  two  years 

B20B10=Number  of  research  or  technical  reports  disseminated  internally  or  to  clients  during  past  two 
years 


X01C21 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Number  of  undergraduate  committees  served  on  (Total  Q21A1,  A2  and  A3) 
CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Yariabk: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  a respondent's  non-teaching  productivity  based  on  undergraduate 
committees  served  on  during  the  1992  Fall  Term.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

B2 1 A 1 =Number  of  undergraduate  thesis  or  dissertation  committees  served  on 
B2 1 A2=Number  of  undergraduate  comprehensive  exams  or  orals  committees  (other  than  as  part  of 
thesis/dissertation  committees)  served  on 

B2lA3=Number  of  undergraduate  examination/certification  cpmnuttees  served  on 
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X02C21 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Number  of  graduate  committees  served  on  (Total  Q2 1 A4,  A5  and  A6) 

CODE; 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  a respondent's  non-teaching  productivity  based  on  graduate 
committees  served  on  during  the  1992  Fall  Term.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

B21A4=Number  of  graduate  thesis  or  dissertation  committees  served  on 
B2 1 A5=Number  of  graduate  comprehensive  exams  or  orals  committees  (other  than  as  part  of 
thesis/dissertation  committees)  served  on 
B21A6=Number  of  graduate  examination/certification  committees  served  on 

X03C21 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Total  committees  served  on  (Total  Q2 1 A) 

CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  a respondent's  non-teaching  productivity  based  on  total 
committees  served  on  during  the  1992  Fall  Term.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

B2 1 Al=Number  of  undergraduate  thesis  or  dissertation  committees  served  on 
B2 1 A2=Number  of  undergraduate  comprehensive  exams  or  orals  committees  (other  than  as  part  of 
thesis/dissertation  committees)  served  on 
B2 1 A3=Number  of  undergraduate  examination/certification  committees  served  on 
B2 1 A4=Number  of  graduate  thesis  or  dissertation  committees  served  on 
B2 1 A5=Number  of  graduate  comprehensive  exams  or  orals  committees  (other  than  as  part  of 
thesis/dissertation  committees)  served  on 
B21A6=Number  of  graduate  examination/certification  committees  served  on 

X04C21 

Productivity,  non-teaching;  Number  of  undergraduate  committees  chaired  (Total  Q2  IBl  B2  and  B3) 
CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  a respondent's  non-teaching  productivity  based  on  undergraduate 
committees  chaired  during  the  1 992  Fall  Term.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

C21Bl=Number  of  undergraduate  thesis  or  dissertation  committees  chaired 
C2  lB2=Number  of  undergraduate  comprehensive  exams  or  orals  committees  (other  than  as  part  of 
thesis/dissertation  committees)  chaired 

C2  lB3=Number  of  undergraduate  examination/certification  committees  chaired 
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X05C21 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Number  of  graduate  committees  chaired  (Total  Q21B4,  B5  and  B6) 

CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  a respondent's  non-teaching  productivity  based  on  graduate 
committees  chaired  during  the  1992  Fall  Term.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

C21B4=Number  of  graduate  thesis  or  dissertation  committees  chaired 
C2  lB5=Number  of  graduate  comprehensive  exams  or  orals  committees  (other  than  as  part  of 
thesis/dissertation  committees)  chaired 
C2  lB6=Number  of  graduate  examination/certification  committees  chaired 

X06C21 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Total  committees  chaired  (Total  Q2 IB) 

CODE: 

(Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  a respondent's  non-teaching  productivity  based  on  total 
committees  chaired  during  the  1992  Fall  Term.  This  variable  is  based  on  totals  reported  at  SAS  variables: 

C21Bl=Number  of  undergraduate  thesis  or  dissertation  committees  chaired 
C21B2=Number  of  undergraduate  comprehensive  exams  or  orals  committees  (other  than  as  part  of 
thesis/dissertation  committees)  chaired 

C2 1 B3=Number  of  undergraduate  examination/certification  committees  chaired 
C21B4=Number  of  graduate  thesis  or  dissertation  committees  chaired 
C21B5=Number  of  graduate  comprehensive  exams  or  orals  committees  (other  than  as  part  of 
thesis/dissertation  committees)  chaired 
C21B6=Number  of  graduate  examination/certification  committees  chaired 

X0IC23 

Productivity,  teaching:  Total  hours  spent  teaching  per  week  in  5 or  fewer  classes  for  credit  (Q23A2G  -i-  B2G 
+ C2G  -t-  D2G  -t-  E2G,  or  C,  if  G was  imputed  and  C was  not  imputed) 

CODE: 

(TOTAL  HOURS,  Open-ended) 

Descriptionj^e  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  provide  a calculation  of  the  total  number  of  hours  spent  teaching  per 
week  at  five  or  fewer  classes  for  credit,  by  adding  together  the  hours  spent  teaching  for  each 
reported  class  at  SAS  variables  C23A2G  through  C23E2G  (unless  these  values  were  imputed  and  C23A2C 
through  C23E2C  was  not,  in  which  case  C23A2C  through  C23E2C  were  used).  A maximum  of  five  classes 
could  be  reported. 
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X02C23 

Productivity,  teaching;  Total  classroom  student  contact  hours  per  week  in  five  or  fewer  classes  for  credit 
[total  sum  of  (A2E  x A2G  or  C,  if  G was  imputed  and  C was  not  imputed] 

CODE: 

(TOTAL  HOURS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  provide  a calculation  of  the  total  student  contact  hours  per  week  with 
students  in  five  or  fewer  classes  for  credit.  For  each  class  taught,  the  average  number  of  hours  per  week  the 
respondent  taught  the  class  (SAS  variables  C23A2G  through  C23E2G,  unless  these  values  were  imputed  and 
C23A2C  through  C23E2C  were  not,  in  which  case  C23A2C  through  C23E2C  were  used)  is  multiplied  by  the 
number  of  students  enrolled  in  the  class  (C23A2E  through  C23E2E);  the  results  are  added  together  to  obtain 
the  total  student  contact  hours  in  five  or  fewer  classes  for  credit. 

X03C23 

Productivity,  teaching;  Total  classroom  credit  hours  in  five  or  fewer  classes 
(Q23A2B  + B2B  + C2B  + D2B  + E2B) 

CODE: 

(TOTAL  HOURS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  provide  a calculation  of  the  total  number  of  classroom  credit  hours 
reported  by  adding  together  the  number  of  credit  hours  for  each  class  provided  in  SAS  variables  C23A2B 
through  C23E2B.  A maximum  of  five  classes  could  be  reported. 

X04C23 

Productivity,  teaching;  Total  classroom  individual  credit  hours  in  five  or  fewer  classes  [total  sum  of  (A2B  x 
A2E)] 

CODE: 

(TOTAL  HOURS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  provide  a calculation  of  the  total  student  credit  hours  taught  in  the 
classes  reported.  For  each  class  taught,  the  number  of  credit  hours  (SAS  variables  C23A2B  through 
C23E2B)  is  multiplied  by  the  number  of  students  enrolled  (SAS  variables  C23A2E  through  C23E2E);  the 
results  are  added  together  to  obtain  the  total  student  credit  hours  taught  in  the  classes  reported.  A maximum 
of  five  classes  could  be  reported. 


X05C23 

Productivity,  teaching.  Level  of  classroom  instruction 
CODE: 

l=Taught  only  undergraduate  courses  (Q23A3  and  Q23B3  and  Q23C3  and  Q23D3  and 
Q23E3  NE  3) 

2=Taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  comses  (at  least  one  of  Q23A3  or  Q23B3  or 
Q23C3  or  Q23D3  or  Q23E3=3  and  at  least  one  of  them=l,  2,  or  4) 

3=Taught  only  graduate  comses  (Q23A3  and  Q23B3  and  Q23C3  and  Q23D3  and  Q23E3=3) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  a respondent's  level  of  classroom  credit  instruction.  SAS 
variables  C23A3  through  C23E3  used  in  the  creation  of  this  variable  deal  with  the  primary  level  of  students 
(in  up  to  five  comses  taught  for  credit).  Lower  or  upper  division  students  as  well  as  the  category  "all  other 
students",  are  considered  undergraduates.  Graduate  or  any  other  post-baccalameate  students  are  considered 
graduate  level  students.  If  a respondent  taught  classes  to  primarily  imdergraduate  level  students  and  some  to 
graduate  level  students  then  the  classroom  instruction  was  categorized  as  both.  The  codes  used  at  SAS 
variables  C23A3  through  C23E3  are  as  follows: 

l=Lower  division  students 

2=Upper  division  students 

3=Graduate  or  other  post-baccalameate  students 

4=A11  other  students. 

X08C23 

Productivity,  teaching:  Number  of  imdergraduate  classes  taught  for  credit  (five  or  fewer)  (Q23A3  NE  3 + 
B3  NE  3 + C3  NE  3 + D3  NE  3 + E3  NE  3) 

CODE: 

(TOTAL  CLASSES,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  total  number  of  undergraduate  classes  taught  for  credit,  by 
excluding  those  classes  where  the  primary  level  of  students  is  graduate  or  any  other  post-baccalaureate-level 
(code  3 at  SAS  variables  C23A3  through  C23E3),  and  adding  together  those  classes  where  the  prirriary  level 
of  students  is  under-graduate  level.  (Student  levels  are  defined  at  X05C23.)  The  codes  used  to  create  this 
derived  variable  are  as  follows  (from  SAS  variables  C23A3  through  C23E3): 

l=Lower  division  students 
2=Upper  division  students 
4= All  other  students. 

A maximum  of  five  classes  could  be  reported. 
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X09C23 

Productivity,  teaching;  Number  of  graduate  classes  taught  for  credit  (5  or  fewer) 

(Q23A3=3  + B3=3  + C3=3  + D3=3  + E3=3) 

CODE; 

(TOTAL  CLASSES,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable; 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  provide  a calculation  of  the  total  number  of  graduate  classes  taught  for 
credit,  by  adding  together  those  classes  where  the  primary  level  of  students  is  graduate-level  (SAS  variable 
C23A3  through  C23E3  = 3).  A maximum  of  five  classes  could  be  reported. 

X14C23 

Productivity,  teaching;  Number  of  students  taught  in  5 or  fewer  classes  for  credit 
(Q23A2E+B2E+C2E+D2E+E2E) 

CODE; 

(TOTAL  STUDENTS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable; 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  provide  a calculation  of  the  total  number  of  students  taught  for  credit,  by 
adding  together  the  number  of  students  reported  for  each  class.  (SAS  variables  C23A2E  through  C23E2E). 
A maximum  of  five  classes  could  be  reported. 

X19C23 

Productivity,  teaching;  Average  number  teaching  assistants  per  class  in  five  or  fewer  classes  for  credit  (total 
munber  of  teaching  assistants  divided  by  total  number  of  classes) 

CODE; 

(AVERAGE  NUMBER,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable; 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  provide  a peculation  of  the  average  number  of  teaching  assistants  and 
readers  by  adding  tOjgether  the  number  of  teaching  assistants  and  readers  reported  by  a faculty  respondent  for 
each  class  (SAS  vanables  C23A2D  through  C23E2D)  and  dividing  by  the  total  number  of  classes.  A 
maximum  of  five  classes  could  be  reported. 
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X01C25 

Productivity,  teaching:  Level  of  individualized  instruction 
CODE: 

l=Taught  oiJy  undergraduate  students  (Q25A3=0  and  Q25A1  or  Q25A2  or  Q25A4  GT  0) 

2=Taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  students  (Q25A3  GT  0 and  Q25A1,  Q25A2  or 
Q25A4  GT  0) 

3=Taught  only  graduate  students  (Q25A3  GT  0 and  Q25A1,  Q25A2  and  Q25A4=0) 

4=None  (Q25  A 1 through  Q25  A4=0) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  a respondent's  teaching  productivity  in  terms  of  their  level  of 
individualized  instruction.  (SieX05C23  for  definitions  of  student  levels.)  SAS  variables  C25A1  through 
C25A4,  used  in  the  creation  of  this  derived  variable,  deal  with  the  level  of  students  who  received  formal 
individualized  instruction,  with  codes  as  follows: 

l=Lower  division  students 

2=Upper  division  students 

3=Graduate  or  other  post-baccalaureate  students 

4=A11  other  students. 

X04C25 

Productivity,  teaching:  Total  nimiber  of  undergraduate  students  receiving  individualized  instruction  for  credit 
(Q25A1+A2+A4) 

CODE: 

(TOTAL  STUDENTS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  total  number  of  undergraduate  students  receiving 
individualized  instruction,  based  on  SAS  variables  C25A1,  A2  and  A4  which  report  only  about 
undergraduate  students.  (Lower  or  upper  division  students,  as  well  as  those  categorized  as  "all  other 
students,"  are  considered  undergraduates.) 

X05C25 

Productivity,  teaching:  Total  number  of  graduate  students  receiving  individualized  instruction  for  credit 
(Q25A3) 

CODE. 

(TOTAL  STUDENTS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  total  number  of  graduate  students  receiving  individualized 
instruction  as  reported  at  SAS  variable  C25A3. 
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X06C25 

Productivity,  teaching:  Total  students  receiving  individualized  instruction  for  credit  (total  Q25A) 

CODE: 

(TOTAL  STUDENTS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variables  C25A1  through  C25A4  to  report  the  total  number  of 
students  (undergraduate,  graduate  and  all  other  students)  receiving  individualized  instruction  for  credit. 

X07C25 

Productivity,  teaching:  Total  contact  hours  per  week  for  undergraduate  students  receiving  individualized 
instruction  for  credit  (Q25B1-I-B2+B4) 

CODE: 

(TOTAL  HOURS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  total  number  of  contact  hours  spent  providing  individualized 
instruction  to  undergraduate  students.  Lower  or  upper  division  students  as  well  as  those  categorized  as  "all 
other  students"  are  considered  undergraduates.  This  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variables  C25B1,  C25B2 
and  C25B4. 

X08C25 

Productivity,  teaching:  Total  contact  hours  per  week  for  graduate  students  receiving  individualized 
instruction  for  credit  (Q25B3) 

CODE. 

(TOTAL  HOURS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  C25B3  to  report  the  total  number  of  contact  hours  spent 
providing  individualized  instruction  to  graduate  students. 

X09C25 

Productivity,  teaching:  Total  contact  hours  per  week  of  individualized  instruction  for  credit  (Q25B) 

CODE: 

(TOTAL  HOURS,  Open-ended) 


Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variables  C25B 1 through  C25B4  to  report  the  total  number  of 
contact  hours  spent  providing  individualized  instruction  to  students,  regardless  of  level. 


X02C33 

Productivity,  non-teaching:  Total  funds  (Q33D 1 + D2  + D3  + D4  + D5  + D6) 

CODE. 

(TOTAL  FUNDS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  is  created  by  totaling  SAS  variables  C33D 1 through  C33D6,  which  report  the  total 
research  or  grant  funds  received  for  the  1992-93  academic  year  from  each  of  6 sources: 

C33Dl=Sampled  institution 

C33D2=Foundation  or  other  nonprofit  organization 

C33D3=For  profit  business  or  industry  in  the  private  sector 

C33D4=State  or  local  government 

C33D5=Federal  government 

C33D6=Other  source 

X03C33 

Productivity,  non-teaching;  Average  award  (total  funds  divided  by  total  grants/contracts) 

CODE: 

(AVERAGE  AWARD,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  dividing  the  total  of  SAS  variables  C33D1  through  C33D6  (described  at 
derived  variable -TO2Cii)  by  the  total  number  of  grants/contracts  reported  at  SAS  variables  C33B1  through 
C33B6. 
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X01C34 

Academic  environment:  Overall  quality  of  facilities  or  resources  (index) 

CODE: 
l=Verj^poor 
2=Poor 
3=Good 
4= Very  good 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  by  averaging  the  responses  by  a faculty  respondent  at  SAS  variables  C34A 
through  C34L  which  are  concerned  with  the  quality  of  various  types  of  facilities  and  resources.  The 
categories  are  as  follows: 

C34A=Basic  research  equipment/instruments 
C34B=Laboratory  space  and  supplies 
C34C=Availability  of  research  assistants 
C34D=Personal  computers 
C34E=Centralized  (main  frame)  computer  facilities 
C34F=Computer  networks  with  other  institutions 
C34G=Audio-visual  equipment 
C34H=Classroom  space 
C34I=Office  space 
C34J=Studio/performance  space 
C34K=Secretarial  support 
C34L=Library  holdings 
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X01C35 

Academic  environment:  Adequacy  of  internal  funds  for  professional  development  (index) 

CODE: 

1 =Adequate  (all  3 5 C=  1 ) 

2=Somewhat  adequate  (more  35C=1  than  35C=2  or,  if  # of  2's=#  of  I's) 

3=Somewhat  inadequate  (more  35C=2  than  35C=1) 

4=lnadequate  (all  35C=2) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variables  C35C1  through  C35C6;  two  codes  (l=Yes  and  2=  No) 
were  recoded  (based  on  the  total  number  of  I's  and  2's)  to  indicate  whether  available  funding  was  adequate 
for  each  of  six  categories: 

C35C  l=Tuition  remission  at  this  or  other  institutions 
C35C2=Professional  association  memberships  and/or  registration  fees 
C35C3=Professional  travel 

C35C4=Training  to  improve  research  or  teaching  skills 
C35C5=Retraining  for  fields  in  higher  demand 
C35C6=Sabbatical  leave 

If  "yes"  (adequate)  was  coded  for  all  six  categories,  X01C35  was  coded  as  " 1 " (adequate).  If  equal  numbers 
of  categories  were  coded  "yes"  and  "no,"  or  if  more  categories  were  coded  "yes"  than  "no,"  X01C35  was 
coded  as  "2"  (somewhat  adequate).  If  more  categories  were  coded  "no"  than  "yos,"  X01C3 5 was  coded  as  "3" 
(somewhat  inadequate).  There  were  no  cases  where  all  six  categories  were  coded  "no". 

X01C36 

Time  allocation:  Average  total  hours  per  week  worked  (Total  Q36) 

CODE: 

(AVERAGE  TOTAL  HOURS,  Open-ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  is  created  by  totaling  SAS  variables  C36A  through  C36D,  which  are  concerned  with 
hours  spent  at  the  following  activities: 

C36A=A11  paid  activities  at  this  institution 
C36B=A11  unpaid  activities  at  this  institution 

C36C=Any  other  paid  activities  outside  this  institution  (e.g.,  consulting,  working  on  other  jobs) 
C36D=Unpaid  (pro  bono)  professional  service  outside  this  institution 

X01C37 

Time  allocation:  Percentage  of  time  spent  teaching  (Q37AA) 

CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  open  ended) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  actual  percentage  of  work  time  respondents  spent  in  teaching 
during  the  Fall  of  1992,  based  on  SAS  variable  C37AA. 


530 


49 


X02C37 

Time  allocation:  Percentage  of  time  spent  in  research  (Q37AB) 

CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  open  ended) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  actual  percentage  of  work  time  respondents  spent  in  research 
during  the  Fall  of  1992,  based  on  SAS  variable  C37AAB. 

X03C37 

Time  allocation:  Percentage  of  time  spent  in  administration  (Q37AD) 

CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  Open  Ended) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  actual  percentage  of  work  time  respondents  spent  in 
administration  during  the  Fall  of  1 992,  based  on  SAS  variable  C37AD. 

X04C37 

Time  allocation:  Percentage  of  time  spent  in  other  activities  (Q37AC+  C37AE  + C37AF) 

CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  Open  Ended) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  actual  percentage  of  work  time  respondents  spent  in  activities 
other  than  teaching,  research  or  administration  during  the  Fall  of  1992,  based  on  these  SAS  variables: 

C37AC=Professional  growth 
C37AE=Outside  consulting  or  free-lance  work 
C37AF=Service/other  non-teaching  work 

X05C37 

Time  allocation:  Percentage  of  time  preferred  teaching  (Q37BA) 

CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  Open  Ended)  Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  percentage  of  work  time  respondents  would  have  preferred  to 
spend  in  teaching  during  the  Fall  of  1992,  based  on  SAS  variable  C37BA. 

X06C37 

Time  allocation:  Percentage  of  time  preferred  in  research  (Q37BB) 

CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  Open  Ended) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  percentage  of  work  time  respondents  would  have  preferred  to 
spend  in  research  during  the  Fall  of  1992,  based  on  SAS  variable  C37BB. 
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X07C37 

Time  allocation:  Percentage  of  time  preferred  in  administration  (Q37BD) 

CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  Open  Ended) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  percentage  of  work  time  respondents  would  have  preferred  to 
spend  in  administration  during  the  Fall  of  1 992,  based  on  SAS  variable  C37BD. 

X08C37 

Time  allocation:  Percentage  of  time  preferred  in  other  activities  (Q37BC+  C37BE  + C37BF) 

CODE: 

(PERCENTAGE,  Open  Ended) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  percentage  of  work  time  respondents  would  have  preferred  to 
spend  in  activities  other  than  teaching,  research  or  administration,  during  the  Fall  of  1992,  based  on  these 
SAS  variables: 

C37BC=Professional  growth 
C37BE=Outside  consulting  or  free-lance  work 
C37BF=Service  / other  non-teaching  work 

X0IC38 
Union  member 
CODE: 

l=Yes  (Q38=3) 

2=No  (Q38-2) 

3=Not  eligible  or  union  not  available  (Q38=l  or  4) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  C38  and  provides  information  about  union  membership 
and  eligibility.  Code  1 (union  is  available,  but  respondent  is  not  eligible)  and  Code  4 (union  is  not  available 
at  sampled  institution)  have  been  collapsed  into  one  category. 

X0ID4I 

Future:  Veiy  likely  to  retire  in  the  next  3 years 
CODE: 

l=Yes(Q41E=3) 

2=No 


Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  D41E,  in  which  respondents  indicate  how  likely  they  are 
to  retire  from  the  labor  force  during  the  next  3 years.  Code  3 (very  likely)  was  the  response  category  used  for 
this  derived  variable.  Respondents  who  reported  they  were  very  likely  to  retire  were  coded  "1"  atX01D41. 


X02D41 

Future:  Very  likely  to  accept  part-time  job  in  the  next  3 years 
CODE: 

l=Yes  (Q41A=3  or  c=3) 

2=No 


Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variables  D4 1 A or  D4 1 C,  in  which  the  respondent  indicates  how 
likely  they  are  to  accept  a part-time  job  at  a different  postsecondary  institution  or  accept  a part-time  job 
elsewhere  during  the  next  3 years.  Code  3 (very  likely)  was  the  response  category  used  for  this  derived 
variable.  Respondents  who  reported  at  D41A  or  D41C  they  were  very  likely  to  accept  a part-time  job  were 
coded  “1"  at  X02D41. 

X03D41 

Future:  Very  likely  to  accept  a full-time  job  in  the  next  3 years 
CODE: 

l=Yes  (Q41B=3  or  d=3) 

2=No 


Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variables  D41B  or  D41D,  in  which  respondents  indicate  how 
likely  they  are  to  accept  a full-time  job  at  a different  postsecondary  institution  or  accept  a full-time  job 
elsewhere.  Code  3 (very  likely)  was  the  response  category  used  for  this  derived  variable.  Respondents  who 
reported  they  were  very  likely  to  accept  a full-time  job  were  coded  "1"  aiX03D41. 

X04D41 

Future:  Very  likely  to  retire  or  accept  a part-  or  full-time  job  in  the  next  3 years 
CODE: 

l=Yes  (Q41A=3  or  B=3  or  C=3  or  D=3  or  E=3) 

2=No 


Description  of  Derived  Variable: 


This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  vmables  D41A  to  D4 IE,  in  which  the  respondent  indicates  how 
likely  they  are  to  accept  a part-or  full-time  job  at  a different  postsecondary  institution  or  elsewhere,  or  to 
retire  during  the  next  3 years.  Code  3 (very  likely)  was  the  response  category  used  for  this  derived  variable. 
Respondents  who  reported  they  were  very  likely  to  accept  a full-time  or  part-time  job  were  coded  "1"  at 


X04D41. 
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X05D41 

Future:  Likely  to  retire  or  accept  a part-  or  full-time  job  in  the  next  3 years 
CODE: 

l=Yes  (Q41A=2  or  3,  or  B=2  or  3 or  C=2  or  3,  or  D=2  or  3,  or  E=2  or  3) 

2=No  (Q41A=1  and  B=1  and  C=1  and  D=1  and  E=l) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variables  D41A  to  D41E,  in  which  the  respondent  indicates  how 
likely  they  are  to  accept  a part-or  full-time  job  at  a different  postsecondary  institution  or  elsewhere,  or  to 
retire  during  the  next  3 years.  Codes  2 (somewhat  likely)  or  3 (very  likely)  were  the  response  categories  used 
for  this  derived  variable.  Respondents  who  reported  they  were  very  likely  to  accept  a different  job  or  retire 
were  coded  "1"  at  X05D41. 

X01D42 

Future:  Age  likely  to  stop 
CODE: 

-2=Don't  know 
l=Under55 
2=55  to  59 
3=60 

4=61  to  64 
Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  D42  by  recoding  the  age  respondents  have  indicated  as 
the  "most  likely"  age  when  they  will  stop  working  at  any  postsecondary  institution. 

X01D46 

Future:  Years  to  retirement  (Q46  minus  calculated  age  from  Q52) 

CODE. 

-2=Don't  know 
0=This  year 
1=1-5 
2=6-10 
3=11-15 
4=16-25 
5=Over  25 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  provide  a calculation  of  the  years  imtil  a respondent's  projected 
retirement  by  subtracting  the  respondent's  calculated  age  (derived  from  the  respondent's  year  of  birth  at  SAS 
variable  F52B)  from  the  age  the  respondent  has  indicated  as  the  "most  likely"  retirement  age  (SAS  variable 
D46). 


working  at  a postsecondary  institution 
5=65 

6=66  to  69 
7=70 

8=71  and  up 
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X02D46 

Future;  Age  likely  to  retire  from  all  paid  employment 
CODE: 

-2=Don't  know  5=66-69 

l=Under60  6=70 

2=60  7=7 1 and  up 

3=61  to  64 
4=65 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variable  D46  by  recoding  the  age  respondents  have  indicated  as 
their  "most  likely"  retirement  age. 

X01E47 

Compensation:  Basic  salary  from  institution  (Q47A) 

CODE; 

(ranges) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  amoimt  of  basic  salary  the  respondent  had  during  the  1992 
calendar  year  from  their  sampled  institution,  based  on  SAS  variable  E47A. 

X02E47 

Compensation:  Basic  salary  annualized  (Q47A  divided  by  Q47B  (the  number  of  months  of  appointment)  x 

12) 

CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  annualized  amoimt  of  respondent's  basic  salary  at  then- 
sampled  institution  during  the  1992  faculty  calendar  year,  based  on  SAS  variable  E47A  divided  by  the 
number  of  months  of  appointment  (E47B)  then  multiplied  by  12  months. 

X03E47 

Compensation;  Other  income  from  institution  (Q47C  + E47D  + E47E  -f  E47F) 

CODE. 

(ranges) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  a respondent's  total  income  other  than  basic  salary  from  then- 
sampled  institution  during  the  1 992  calendar  year,  based  on  these  SAS  variables: 

E47C=Amount  from  other  teaching  at  this  institution  not  included  in  basic  salary 
E47D=Amount  from  supplements  not  included  in  basic  salary 
E47E=Amount  from  non-monetaiy  compensation,  such  as  food,  housing,  car 
E47F=Amount  from  any  other  income  from  this  institution 
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X04E47 

Compensation:  Outside  consulting  income  (Q47I) 

CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  amount  of  outside  consulting  income  during  the  1992  calendar 
year,  based  on  SAS  variable  E471. 

X05E47 

Compensation:  Other  outside  income  (Q47G  + Q47H  + Q47J  + Q47K  + Q47L  + Q47M  +Q47  N + Q470  + 
Q47P  + Q47Q) 

CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  a respondent's  total  income  from  sources  (other  than  outside 
consulting)  outside  their  sampled  institution  for  the  1992  calendar  year,  based  on  these  SAS  variables: 

E47G=Amount  from  emplojmient  at  another  academic  institution 
E47H= Amount  from  legal  or  medical  services  or  psychological  counseling 
E47J= Amount  from  self-owned  business  (other  than  consulting) 

E47K= Amount  from  professional  performances  or  exhibitions 
E47L= Amount  from  speaking  fees,  honoraria 
E48M= Amount  from  royalties  or  commissions 
E48N= Amount  from  any  other  employment 

E480=Amount  from  non-monetary  compensation,  such  as  food,  housing,  car 
E47Pl=Amount  from  grants/fellowships  (federal,  state,  city,  NSF,  Fullbright) 

E47P2= Amount  from  retirement,  pension,  soc.  sec.,  unemployment 
E47P3=Amount  from  military  pension/retirement/other  military 
E47P4=Amount  from  alimony,  child  support,  spouse  income 

E47P5=Amount  from  dividends,  annuities,  insurance,  investments,  interest,  capital  gains 
E47P6=Amount  from  government  (local/state/federal) 

E47P7=Amount  from  loans 

E47P8=Amount  from  real  estate,  rental  properties 

E47P9=Amount  from  other  sources 

(Note:  E47P1-E47P9  were  recoded  from  Q47P  and  Q47Q,  which  were  verbatim  responses  specifying  other 
sources  of  earned  income.) 
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X06E47 

Compensation:  Total  earned  income  (Q47A  + Q47C  + Q47D  + Q47  E + Q47F  + Q47G  + Q47H  + Q47J  + 
Q47K  + Q47L  + Q47M  + Q47  N + Q470  + Q47P  + Q47Q) 

CODE: 

(ranges) 

Description  of  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  total  amount  of  various  sources  of  compensation  the 
respondent  had  during  the  1992  calendar  year,  based  on  these  SAS  variables: 

E47A= Amount  from  basic  salary 

E47C=Amount  from  other  teaching  at  this  institution  not  included  in  basic  salary 
E47D=Amount  from  supplements  not  included  in  basic  salary 
E47E= Amount  from  non-monetary  compensation,  such  as  food,  housing,  car 
E47F= Amount  from  any  other  income  from  this  institution 
E47G= Amount  from  employment  at  another  academic  institution 
E47H=Amount  from  legal  or  medical  services  or  psychological  counseling 
E47I= Amount  from  outside  consulting,  consulting  business  or  freelance  work 
E47J= Amount  from  self-owned  business  (other  than  consulting) 

E47K= Amount  from  professional  performances  or  exhibitions 
E47L= Amount  from  speaking  fees,  honoraria 
E48M=Amount  from  royalties  or  commissions 
E48N=Amount  from  any  other  employment 

E480=Amount  from  non-monetary  compensation,  such  as  food,  housing,  car 
E47P  l=Amount  from  grants/fellowships  (federal,  state,  city,  NSF,  Fulbright) 

E47P2= Amount  from  retirement,  pension,  soc.  sec.,  unemployment 
E47P3=Amount  from  military  pension/retirement/other  military 
E47P4=Amount  from  alimony,  child  support,  spouse  income 

E47P5=Amount  from  dividends,  annuities,  insurance,  investments,  interest,  capital  gains 
E47P6= Amount  from  government  (local/state/federal) 

E47P7=Amount  from  loans 

E47P8=Amount  from  real  estate,  rental  properties 

E47P9=Amount  from  other  sources 

(Note:  E47P1-E47P9  were  recoded  from  Q47P  and  Q47Q,  which  were  verbatim  responses  specifying  other 
sources  of  earned  income.) 

X01E49 

SES:  Average  income  per  household  member  (Q49  divided  by  Q48) 

CODE: 

(AVERAGE  INCOME,  open  ended) 

Description_Qf  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  the  average  income  per  household  member,  by  dividing  the  total 
household  income  (SAS  variable  E49)  by  the  total  number  of  persons  in  a respondent's  household  (SAS 
variable  E48). 


X01F52 

Age:  (Q52  converted  to  number  of  years  old  in  1993) 

CODE: 

(AGE,  open  ended) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  report  a respondent's  age  calculated  from  SAS  variable  F52b  (year  of 
birth). 

X02F52 

Age:  Distribution  (matches  NSOPF-88) 

CODE: 

l=Under  30 

2=30-44 

3=45-54 

4=55-59 

5=60-64 

6=65  or  older 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  in  order  to  distribute  \!rrX01F52  age  to  match  the  NSOPF-88  age 
distribution. 

X03F52 

Age:  Modified  distribution 
CODE: 
l=Under  35 
2=35-44 
3=45-54 
4=55-64 
5=65-70 
6=7 1 or  older 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  redistribute  \heX01F52  age,  and  separate  respondents  over  age  65  into 
two  categories. 
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X01FS3 

Race 

CODE; 

l=American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native 
2=Asian  or  Pacific  Islander 
3=African  American/Black 
4=White 


Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  using  Federal  Directive  # 1 5 as  a guide.  Federal  Directive  # 1 5 provides 
standard  classifications  for  record  keeping,  collection,  and  presentation  of  data  on  race  wd  ethnicity  in 
Federal  program  administrative  reporting  and  statistical  activities.  It  was  developed  to  provide  for  the 
collection  and  use  of  compatible,  non-duplicated,  exchangeable  racial  and  ethnic  data  by  Federal  agencies. 
Federal  Directive  #15  states  that  when  reporting  on  respondents  who  are  of  mixed  racial  and/or  ethnic 
origins,  it  is  best  to  use  the  category  which,  "...most  closely  reflects  the  individual's  recognition  in  his 
commimity."  If  a respondent's  answer  to  SAS  variable  F53A  was  1 (American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native),  2 
(Asian  or  Pacific  Islander),  3 African  American/Black),  or  4 (White),  they  were  coded  accordingly  at 
X01F53.  If  the  respondent  answered  F53A,  "Other",  with  the  verbatim  text  in  F53B  equal  to  one  racial 
category,  then  these  verbatim  responses  were  coded  according  to  Federal  Directive  #15.  There  were  a number 
of  cases  in  which  the  verbatim  responses  were  automatically  coded  using  programs  created  for  this  purpose. 
Text  string  matches  were  created  after  visual  inspection  of  respondent  data.  The  text  matches  included  in 
these  programs  are  valid  only  for  this  data  set  and  are  not  prescribed  as  part  of  Federal  Directive  #15. 

A macro  was  written  in  order  to  recode  the  verbatim  responses  to  the  "Other"  (category  '05')  in  F53A  that 
could  not  be  automatically  categorized  into  one  of  the  four  existing  racial  categories  (e.g.,  if  a respondent's 
verbatim  response  to  F53B  was  'Mix  White/Black/Indian').  In  these  cases,  assignment  of  the  respondent  to  a 
legitimate  racial  code  had  to  be  done  manually.  We  compared  each  of  the  verbatim  responses  with  the 
defmitions  for  each  racial  category  as  they  appeared  in  Federal  Directive  #15  and  an  alphabetical  race  and 
American  Indian  tribe  list  supplement.  The  first  identifiable  race  mentioned  was  taken.  If  this  race  was 
codable,  then  the  macro  transformed  the  response  accordingly. 

If  a response  could  still  not  be  coded  (e.g.,  if  the  verbatim  response  to  F53A  was  "Human"  or  "American"), 
the  response  remained  "Other"  '05'.  A random  digit  between  1 and  4 was  imputed  for  each  of  the  remaining 
respondents  using  the  RANTBL  function.  RANTBL  is  a function  in  SAS  used  to  generate  a random  number. 

RANTBL=1  (American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native)  with  probability  P 1 
=2  (Asian  or  Pacific  Islander)  with  probability  P2 
=3  (Afncan  American/Black)  with  probability  P3 
=4  (White)  with  probability  P4. 

I. 

If  (F53A=5)  then>Y0/F5i=rantbl(&seed,&Pl,&P2,&P3,&P4);  the  seed  for  the  RANTBL  function  was  set  at 
6281994  (the  date  the  program  was  originally  written).  P 1 through  P4  are  the  probabilities  of  each  of  the 
four  categories  occurring  (.01,.05,.09,.85),  respectively.  These  probabilities  were  calculated  from  the  survey 
data(Pl+P2+P3+P4=l). 
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X02F53 

Race/ethnicity 

CODE: 

l=American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native 
2=Asian  or  Pacific  Islander 
3=African  American/Black,  not  of  Hispanic  origin 
4=Hispanic 

5=White,  not  of  Hispanic  origin 
Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  derived  variable  ^07F53  and  SAS  variable  F54.  According  to  Federal 
Directive  #15,  if  a combined  format  is  used  to  collect  racial  and  ethnic  data,  the  minimiun  acceptable 
categories  are: 

-American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native 

-Asian  or  Pacific  Islander 

-African  American/Black,  not  of  Hispanic  origin 

-Hispanic 

-White,  not  of  Hispanic  origin. 

lfX0lF53=\,  a respondent  was  coded  as  "American  Indian  or  Alaskan  Native"  for  race/ethnicity.  If 
X0JF53=2,  the  respondent  was  coded  as  "Asian  American  or  Pacific  Islander"  for  race/ethnicity.  If 
X01F53=3  and  F54=2,  the  respondent  was  coded  as  "Black,  not  of  Hispanic  origin"  for  race/ethnicity.  If 
X0JF53=4  and  F54=2,  the  respondent  was  coded  as  "White,  not  of  Hispanic  origin"  for  race/ethnicity.  If 
X0JF53=3  or  4 and  F54=l,  then  the  respondent  was  coded  as  "Hispanic"  for  race/ethnicity.  Prior  to  the 
creation  of  derived  variable X0JF5 3,  if  F53a=  "Other"  '05',  with  a verbatim  that  was  something  other  than 
"Hispanic"  (but  could  be  defined  as  Hispanic,  e.g.,  Cuban),  F54  and  F54Aa  were  recoded  if  appropriate. 

X03FS3 

Citizenship  and  minority  status 
CODE: 

l=Citizen  and  non-white  (minority) 

2=Citizen  and  white  (nomninority) 

3=Noncitizen  and  non-white  (minority) 

4=Noncitizen  and  white  (nonminority) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  derived  variable  A'02F53  and  SAS  variable  F57A  to  separate 
respondents  on  the  basis  of  their  citizenship  and  minority  status.  F57A  is  1 (U.S.  citizen,  native)  or  2 (U.S. 
citizen,  naturalized)  if  the  respondent  is  a citizen  of  the  United  States.  F57A  is  3 (permanent  resident  of  U.S. 
with  an  immigrant  visa),  or  4 (temporary  resident  of  the  U.S.  with  non-immigrant  visa)  if  the  respondent  is 
not  a citizen  of  the  United  States. 
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X01F55 

SES:  Family  status 
CODE: 

l=Single  without  dependents  (Q55=l  or  4 or  5 or  6 and  Q50=0) 

2=Single  with  dependents  (Q55=l  or  4 or  5 or  6 and  Q50  GT  0) 

3=Married  without  dependents  (Q55=2  or  3 and  Q50=0) 

4=Married  with  dependents  (Q55=2  or  3 and  Q50  GT  0) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable- 

This  derived  variable  is  created  by  combining  SAS  variable  F55  (current  marital  status)  with  SAS  variable 
E50  (number  of  dependents). 

X01F56 

Citizenship:  Status  expanded 
CODE: 

l=Citizen,  bom  in  U.S.  (Q56=l,  and  Q57=l  or  2) 

2=Citizen,  foreign  bom  (Q56=2  and  Q57=l  or  2) 

3=Noncitizen  (Q57=3  or  4) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  from  SAS  variables  F56  (country  of  birth  coded  as  either  1=USA  or 
2=Other)  and  F57A  (citizenship  status,  described  at  derived  variable  A193F53). 

X02F57 

Citizenship:  Current  (modified  NSOPF-88  categories) 

CODE: 

1=USA 

2=Canadian 

3=European 

4=Latin  American  (Mexico/Central  and  South  America) 

5=African 

6=Asian 

7=Other  (Australia,  New  Zealand,  Philippines,  Indonesia) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  recode  SAS  variable  F57C  (country  of  present  citizenship),  into  a 
modified  version  of  the  NSOPF-88  categories. 

X03F57 

Citizenship:  Status 
CODE: 

l=Citizen  (Q57=l  or  2) 

2=Non-citizen  (Q57=3  or  4) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  classify  respondents  as  either  citizens  or  non-citizens  based  on  SAS 
variable  F57A,  as  defined  at  derived  variable  JfOiFJi. 
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X01F58 

SES:  Parents'  education  (Q58,  A+B  divided  by  2) 

CODE: 

-2=Don't  Know 
l=High  (more  than  6) 

2=Medium  (6  or  less  but  more  than  2) 

3=Low  (2  or  less) 

Description  of  the  Derived  Variable: 

This  derived  variable  was  created  to  classify  the  parents  of  faculty  respondents  according  to  their  level  of 
formal  education.  Values  at  SAS  variable  F58A  (mother's  formal  education)  and  F58B  (father's  formal 
education)  were  added  together,  then  divided  by  2.  A resulting  value  of  1 or  2 was  coded  as  "low"  &iX01F58, 
a value  of  3 through  6 was  coded  as  "medium"  at  X01F58,  and  a value  of  7 or  8 was  coded  as  "high"  at 
X01F58.  (If  either  F58A  or  F58B  was  coded  "don't  know",  then  the  higher  coded  response  is  used  for  the 
derived  variable.  If  both  were  "don't  know",  then  the  derived  variable  was  coded  as  "don't  know.")  The 
values  at  F58  are  as  follows: 

-2=Don't  know 

l=Less  than  high  school  diploma 
2=High  school  diploma 
3=Some  college 
4=Associate's  degree 
5=Bachelor's  degree 
6=Master's  degree 

7=Doctorate  or  professional  degree  (e.g.,  Ph.D.,  M.D.,  D.V.M.,  J.D./L.L.B) 

8=Other 
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Exhibit  0-1:  Discipline  Crosswalk,  NSOPF  1988-1993 


EXHIBIT  0-1:  DISCIPLINE  CROSSWALK,  NSOPF  1988-1993 
CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES 

1988  CODES  1993  CODES 

100 

AGRICULTURE-UNSPECIFIED 

001 

101 

Agribusiness  & Agricultural  Production 

002 

102 

Agricultural  Animal,  Food,  & Plant  Sciences 

003 

103 

Renewable  Natural  Resources,  including  Conservation, 
Fishing,  & Forestry 

004 

110 

Other  Agriculture 

120 

ARCHITECTURE  & ENVIRONMENTAL  DESIGN- 
UNSPECIFIED 

005 

121 

Architecture  & Environmental  Design 

006 

122 

City,  Community,  & Regional  Planning 

007 

123 

Interior  Design 

008 

124 

Land  Use  Management  & Reclamation  Design 

009 

130 

Other  Arch.  & Environmental  Design 

140 

ART-UNSPECIFIED 

010 

141 

Art  History  & Appreciation 

Oil 

142 

Crafts 

012 

143 

Dance 

013 

144 

Design  (other  than  Arch,  or  Interior) 

014 

145 

Dramatic  Arts 

015 

146 

Film  Arts 

016 

147 

Fine  Arts 

017 

148 

Music 

018 

149 

Music  History  & Appreciation 

019 

150 

Other  Visual  & Performing  Arts 

160 

BUSINESS-UNSPECIFIED 

020 

161 

Accounting 

021 

162 

Banking  & Finance 

022 

163 

Business  Administration  & Management 
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EXHIBIT  0-1:  DISCIPLINE  CROSSWALK,  NSOPF  1988-1993 
CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES 

1988  CODES  1993  CODES 

BUSINESS-UNSPECIFIED  (CONT’D) 

023 

164 

Business  Administrative  Support  (e.g.,  Bookkeeping, 
Office  Management,  Secretarial) 

024 

165 

Human  Resources 

025 

166 

Organizational  Behavior 

026 

167 

Marketing  & Distribution 

027 

170 

Other  Business 

180 

COMMUNICATIONS-UNSPECIFIED 

028 

181 

Advertising 

029 

182 

Broadcasting  & Journalism 

030 

183 

Communications  Research 

031 

184 

Communication  Technologies 

032 

190 

Other  Communications 

200 

COMPUTER  SCIENCE-UNSPECIFIED 

033 

201 

Computer  & Information  Sciences 

034 

202 

Computer  Programming 

035 

203 

Data  Processing 

036 

204 

Systems  Analysis 

037 

210 

Other  Computer  Science 

220 

EDUCATION-UNSPECIFIED 

038 

221 

Education,  General 

039 

222 

Basic  Skills 

040 

223 

Bilingual/Cross-cultural  Education 

041 

224 

Curriculum  & Instruction 

042 

225 

Education  Administration 

043 

226 

Education  Evaluation  & Research 

044 

227 

Educational  Psychology 
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EXHIBIT  0-1:  DISCIPLINE  CROSSWALK,  NSOPF  1988-1993 
CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES 

1988  CODES  1993  CODES 

EDUCATION-UNSPECIFIED  (CONT’D) 

045 

228 

Special  Education 

046 

229 

Student  Counseling  & Personnel  Svcs. 

047 

230 

Other  Education 

240 

TEACHER  EDUCATION-UNSPECIFIED 

048 

241 

Pre-Elementary 

049 

242 

Elementary 

050 

243 

Secondary 

051 

244 

Adult  & Continuing 

052 

245 

Other  General  Teacher  Ed.  Programs 

053 

250 

Teacher  Education  in  Specific  Subjects 

260 

ENGINEERING-UNSPECIFIED 

054 

261 

Engineering,  General 

055 

262 

Civil  Engineering 

056 

263 

Electrical,  Electronics,  & Communication  Engineering 

057 

264 

Mechanical  Engineering 

265 

Chemical  Engineering 

058 

270 

Other  Engineering 

059 

280 

Engineering-Related  Technologies 

290 

ENGLISH  AND  LITERATURE-UNSPECIFIED 

060 

291 

English,  General 

061 

292 

Composition  & Creative  Writing 

062 

293 

American  Literature 

063 

294 

English  Literature 

064 

295 

Linguistics 

065 

296 

Speech,  Debate,  & Forensics 

546 
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EXHIBIT  0-1:  DISCIPLINE  CROSSWALK,  NSOPF  1988-1993  I 

CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES 

1988  CODES  1993  CODES  | 

ENGLISH  AND  LITERATURE-UNSPEC  (CONT’D)  I 

066 

297 

English  as  a Second  Language 

067 

300 

English,  Other  | 

310 

FOREIGN  LANGUAGES-UNSPECIFIED 

068 

311 

Chinese  (Mandarin,  Cantonese,  or  Other  Chinese) 

069 

312 

French 

070 

313 

German 

071 

314 

Italian 

072 

315 

Latin 

073 

316 

Japanese 

074 

317 

Other  Asian 

075 

318 

Russian  or  Other  Slavic 

076 

319 

Spanish 

077 

320 

Other  Foreign  Languages  | 

330 

HEALTH  SCIENCES-UNSPECIFIED 

078 

331 

Allied  Health  Technologies  & Services  I 

079 

332 

Dentistry 

080 

333 

Health  Services  Administration 

081 

334 

Medicine,  including  Psychiatry 

082 

335 

Nursing 

083 

336 

Pharmacy 

084 

337 

Public  Health 

085 

338 

Veterinary  Medicine 

086 

340 

Other  Health  Sciences  | 

087 

350 

HOME  ECONOMICS 

088 

360 

INDUSTRIAL  ARTS 

089 

370 

LAW  1 

4 


EXHIBIT  0-1:  DISCIPLINE  CROSSWALK,  NSOPF  1988-1993 
CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES 

1988  CODES  1993  CODES 

090 

380 

LIBRARY  & ARCHIVAL  SCIENCES 

091 

390 

LIFE  OR  PHYSICAL  SCIENCES,  GENERAL 
NATURAL  SCIENCES:  BIOLOGICAL  SCIENCES- 
UNSPECIFIED 

100 

391 

Biochemistry 

093 

392 

Biology 

094 

393 

Botany 

100 

394 

Genetics 

100 

395 

Immunology 

100 

396 

Microbiology 

098 

397 

Physiology 

099 

398 

Zoology 

100 

400 

Biological  Sciences,  Other 

410 

NATURAL  SCIENCES:  PHYSICAL  SCIENCES- 
UNSPECIFIED 

092 

411 

Astronomy 

095 

412 

Chemistry 

097 

413 

Physics 

096 

. 414 

Earth,  Atmosphere,  and  Oceanographic  (Geological 
Sciences) 

100 

420 

Physical  Sciences 

101 

430 

MATHEMATICS 

101 

440 

STATISTICS 

102 

450 

MILITARY  STUDIES 

103 

460 

MULTI/INTERDISCIPLINARY  STUDIES 

104 

470 

PARKS  & RECREATION 

105 

480 

PHILOSOPHY  AND  RELIGION 

105 

490 

THEOLOGY 

54S 
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EXHIBIT  Ol:  DISCIPLINE  CROSSWALK,  NSOPF  1988-1993 
CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES 

1988  CODES  1993  CODES 

107 

500 

PROTECTIVE  SERVICES  (e.g.,  Criminal  Justic,  Fire 
Protection) 

106 

510 

PSYCHOLOGY 

108 

520 

PUBLIC  AFFAIRS  (e.g.,  Community  Services,  Public 
Administration,  Public  Works,  Social  Work) 

109 

530 

SCIENCE  TECHNOLOGIES 

540 

SOCIAL  SCIENCES  AND  HISTORY-UNSPECIFIED 

110 

541 

Social  Sciences,  General 

111 

542 

Anthropology 

112 

543 

Archeology 

113 

544 

Area  & Ethnic  Studies 

114 

545 

Demography 

115 

546 

Economics 

116 

547 

Geography 

117 

548 

History 

118 

549 

International  Relations 

119 

550 

Political  Science 

120 

551 

Sociology 

121 

560 

Other  Social  Sciences 

570 

VOCATIONAL  TRAINING-UNSPECIFIED 

600 

CONSTRUCTION  TRADES-UNSPECIFIED 

122 

601 

Carpentry 

123 

602 

Electrician 

124 

603 

Plumbing 

125 

610 

Other  Construction  Trades 

620 

CONSUMER,  PERSONAL,  & MISC.  SERVICES- 
UNSPECIFIED 

126 

621 

Personal  Services  (e.g.,  Barbering,  Cosmetology) 
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EXHIBIT  0-1:  DISCIPLINE  CROSSWALK,  NSOPF  1988-1993 
CODES  FOR  MAJOR  FIELDS  OF  STUDY  AND  ACADEMIC  DISCIPLINES 

1988  CODES  1993  CODES 

CONSUMER,  PERSONAL,  & MISC.  SERVICES- 
UNSPECIFIED  (CONT’D) 

127 

630 

Other  Consumer  Services 

640 

MECHANICS  AND  REPAIRERS-UNSPECIFIED 

128 

641 

Electrical  & Electronics  Equipment  Repair 

129 

642 

Heating,  Air  Conditioning,  & Refrigeration  Mechanics 

130 

643 

Vehicle  & Mobile  Equipment  Mechanics  & Repairers 

131 

644 

Other  Mechanics  & Repairers 

660 

PRECISION  PRODUCTION-UNSPECIFIED 

132 

661 

Drafting 

133 

662 

Graphic  & Print  Communications 

134 

663 

Leatherworking  & Upholstering 

135 

664 

Precision  Metal  Work 

136 

665 

Woodworking 

137 

670 

Other  Precision  Production  Work 

680 

TRANSPORTATION  AND  MATERIAL  MOVING- 
UNSPECIFIED 

m 

681 

Air  Transportation  (e.g..  Piloting,  Traffic  Control, 
Flight  Attendance,  Aviation  Management) 

139 

682 

Land  Vehicle  & Equipment  Operation 

140 

683 

Water  Transportation  (e.g..  Boat  & Fishing  Operations, 
Deep  Water  Diving,  Marina  Operations,  Sailors  & 
Deckhands) 

141 

690 

Other  Transportation  & Material  Moving 

888 

900 

OTHER  (IF  YOU  USE  THIS  CODE,  BE  SURE  TO 
WRITE  IN  A COMPLETE  DESCRIPTION  AT 
QUESTIONS  12-13,  AND  16) 
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Variable:  MA1A 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  41-41 

IMPUTATION  FLAG 

FOR 

VARIABLE  A1A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  .... 

0 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA1B 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  42-42 

IMPUTATION  FLAG 

FOR 

VARIABLE  A1B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  .... 

0 

862 

98.9% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

10 

1.1% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HA1C 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  43-43 

IMPUTATION  FLAG 

FOR 

VARIABLE  A1C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  .... 

0 

859 

98.5% 

99.5% 

Regression  based 

1 

13 

1.5% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MAID 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  44-44 

IMPUTATION  FLAG 

FOR 

VARIABLE  AID 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  .... 

0 

846 

97.0% 

98.6% 

Regression  based 

1 

26 

3.0% 

1.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HAC1 

Nisneric 

Pos:  (2)  45-45 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  1 

FOR 

VARIABLE  AC1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  ..... 

0 

807 

92.5% 

91.9% 

Regression  based 

1 

65 

7.5% 

8.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MAC2 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  46-46 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  AC2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

819 

93.9% 

94.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

53 

6.1% 

5.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MAC3 

Numeric 

Pos:  i 

C2)  47-47 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  AC3 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

790 

90.6% 

89.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

82 

9.4% 

10.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MAC4 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  48-48 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  AC4 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

825 

94.6% 

96.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

47 

5.4% 

3.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HAC5 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  A9-A9 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  AC5 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

695 

79.7% 

76.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

177 

20.3% 

23.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MAC6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  50-50 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  AC6 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

700 

80.3% 

75.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

172 

19.7% 

24.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

570 


page  2 


Nov  22,  1996 


|van'able:  MB10A 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  51-51 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B10A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

853 

97.8% 

98.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

19 

2.2% 

1.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB10B 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

[2)  52-52 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

BIOS 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

854 

97.9% 

98.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

18 

2.1% 

1.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB10C 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  53-53 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B10C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

850 

97.5% 

97.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

22 

2.5% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB11 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  54-54 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B11 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

856 

98.2% 

98.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

16 

1.8% 

1.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB11A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  55-55 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B11A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

787 

90.3% 

93.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

85 

9.7% 

6.9% 

■ 

1 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB12A 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  56-56 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B12A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

862 

98.9% 

99.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

10 

1.1% 

1.0% 

■ 

- 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB12A1 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  57-57 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B12A1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

810 

92.9% 

92.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

62 

7.1% 

8.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB12B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  58-58 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B12B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

858 

98.4% 

98.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

14 

1.6% 

1.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB12B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  59-59 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B12B1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

779 

89.3% 

88.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

93 

10.7% 

11.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB12C 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  60-60 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B12C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

859 

98.5% 

98.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

13 

1.5% 

1.2% 

— - 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  HB12C1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  61-61 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B12C1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

795 

91.2% 

87.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

77 

8.8% 

12.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB12D 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  62-62 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B12D 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

859 

98.5% 

98.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

13 

1.5% 

1.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB12D1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  63-63 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B12D1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  i Pouted 

0 

765 

87.7% 

85.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

107 

12.3% 

14.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB12E 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  64-64 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B12E 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

860 

98.6% 

98.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

12 

1.4% 

1.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB12E1 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  65-65 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B12E1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

OWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

789 

90.5% 

88.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

83 

9.5% 

11.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  66-66 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B13A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

867 

99.4% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

5 

0.6% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB13A1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  67-67 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B13A1 

PER- 

WGHTD . 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

844 

96.8% 

96.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

28 

3.2% 

3.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB13B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  68-68 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B13B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

866 

99.3% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

6 

0.7% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  69-69 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B13B1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

827 

94.8% 

93.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

45 

5.2% 

6.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB13C 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  70-70 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B13C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

866 

99.3% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

6 

0.7% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

572 
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Variable:  MB13C1 

Nimeric 

Pos: 

(2)  71-71 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13C1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

839 

96. 2X 

96.  OX 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

33 

3.8X 

4. OX 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  HB13D 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  72-72 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13D 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

867 

99.4X 

99. 5X 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

5 

0.6X 

0.5X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB13D1 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

[2)  73-73 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13D1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

828 

95.  OX 

94. 7X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

44 

5. OX 

5.3X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB13E 

Nuneric 

Pos:  ( 

[2)  74-74 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13E 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

867 

99.4X 

99. 5X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

5 

0.6X 

0.5X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. OX 

Variable:  MB13E1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  75-75 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13E1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

822 

94. 3X 

94. 2X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

50 

5.7X 

5.8X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB13F 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  76-76 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13F 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

866 

99. 3X 

98.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

6 

0.7X 

1.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13F1 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  77-77 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13F1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

843 

96.7% 

95.0% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

29 

3.3% 

5.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13G 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  78-78 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13G 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

867 

99.4% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

5 

0.6% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13G1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  79-79 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13G1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

843 

96.7% 

95.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

29 

3.3% 

. 4.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13H 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  80-80 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13H 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

867 

99. 4X 

99. 5X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

5 

0.6X 

0.5X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100.0% 

MliffililRlffTlTLilU 
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Variable:  MB13H1 

Numeric 

Pos:  I 

12)  81-81 

INPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B13H1 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

858 

98.4% 

98.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

U 

1.6% 

1.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB13I 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  82-82 

INPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B13I 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

866 

99.3% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

6 

0.7% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13I1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  83-83 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B13I1 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

856 

98.2% 

97.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

16 

1.8% 

2.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13J 

Nuneric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  84-84 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B13J 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

867 

99.4% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

5 

0.6% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13J1 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  85-85 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B13J1 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

856 

98.2% 

98.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

16 

1.8% 

1.7% 

TOTALS:  872  100. OX  100.0% 

E r|c  BEST.  pOPY  ftY AILftBLS. . ^ . 


Variable:  MB13K  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  86-86 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE 

B13K 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTO 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

Regression  based  .., 

TOTALS: 

0 

1 

865 

7 

872 

99.2% 

0.8% 

100.0% 

98.9% 

1.1% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13K1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  87-87 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13K1 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

849 

97.4% 

97.3% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

23 

2.6% 

2.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13L 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  88-88 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13L 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

865 

99.2% 

98.9% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

7 

0.8% 

1.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13L1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  89-89 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13L1 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

800 

91.7% 

93.2% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

72 

8.3% 

6.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB13M 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  90-90 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13M 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

866 

99.3% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

6 

0.7% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

574 
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Variable:  HB13H1 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  91-91 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13M1 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

808 

92.7% 

93.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

64 

7.3% 

6.8% 

TOTALS: 

/ 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13N 

Nimeric 

Pos:  1 

[2)  92-92 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13N 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

865 

99.2% 

98.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

7 

0.8% 

1.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB13N1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  93-93 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B13N1 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

821 

94.2% 

94.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

51 

5.8% 

5.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB130 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  94-94 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B130 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

866 

99.3% 

99.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

6 

0.7% 

1.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB1301 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  95-95 

Variable:  MB14 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  96-96 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B14 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

836 

95.9% 

94.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

36 

4.1% 

5.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB15 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  97-97 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B15 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

846 

97.0% 

96.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

6 

0.7% 

0.7% 

Oont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

20 

2.3% 

3.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16A 

Nuneric 

Pos:  <2)  98-98 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16A 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

843 

96.7% 

96.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

6 

0.7% 

0.6% 

Oont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

23 

2.6% 

3.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16A1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  99-99 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16A1 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

830 

95.2% 

94.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

42 

4.8% 

5.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B1301 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTO 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

839 

96.2% 

95.9% 

Regression  based  

33 

3.8% 

4.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MB16B  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  100-100 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16B 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

844 

96. 8X 

96. OX 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

6 

0.7X 

0.6% 

Oont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

22 

2.5X 

3.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

[2)  101-101 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16B1 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

822 

94. 3X 

93. 4X 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

50 

5.7X 

6.6X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB16C 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  102-' 

102 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B16C 


PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE  CODES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 


Not  inputed 0 842  96.6X  95. 8X 

Regression  based 1 6 0.7X  0.6X 

Oont  know  imputd 3 24  2.8X  3.6X 

TOTALS:  872  100. OX  100. OX 


Variable:  MB16D  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  104-104 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B16D 


PER-  UGHTO 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  inputed 0 840  96.3X  95.6% 

Regression  based 1 6 0.7%  0.6% 

Oont  know  imputd 3 26  3.0%  3.8% 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MB16D1  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  105-105 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B16D1 


PER-  UGHTO 

RESPONSE  CODES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  0 819  93.9%  93.7% 

Regression  based i.  1 53  6. IX  6.3X 

TOTALS:  872  100. OX  100. OX 


Variable:  MB16E  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  106-106 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B16E 


PER-  UGHTO 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 


Not  imputed 0 840  96.3%  95.6% 

Regression  based 1 6 0.7%  0.6% 

Oont  know  imputd 3 26  3.0%  3.8% 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MB16C1  Nuneric  Pos:  (2)  103-103 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B16C1 


PER-  UGHTO 

RESPONSE  CODES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 0 826  94.7%  93.7% 

Regression  based 1 46  5.3%  6.3% 

TOTALS:  872  100. OX  100. OX 


Variable:  MB16E1  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  107-107 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B16E1 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTO 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

813 

93.2% 

93.  IX 

Regression  based  

1 

59 

6.8% 

6.9X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100.0% 

576 
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Variable:  MB16F 

Nimeric 

Pos: 

(2)  108- 

108 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16F 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTO 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

a/./. 

OA 

Oil  ny 

Regression  based  .. 
Oont  know  imputd 

1 

3 

OHH 

6 

22 

yo  .0% 
0.7% 
2.5% 

yo. 

0.6% 

3.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

jvariable:  MB16F1 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (2)  109-109 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16F1 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTO 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  ... 

0 

1 

828 

44 

. 95.0% 
5.0% 

93.8% 

6.2% 

TOTALS:  , 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16H  Nuneric  Pos:  (2)  112-112 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B16H 

PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed o 844  96.8%  96.0% 

Regression  based i 6 0.7%  0.6% 

Oont  know  imputd 3 22  2.5%  3. '4% 

872  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  HB16H1  Numeric  pos:  (2)  113-113 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B16H1 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTO 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

837 

96.0% 

94.9% 

Regression  based  

1 

35 

4.0% 

5.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16G  Nimeric  Pos:  (2)  110-110 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B16G 

PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE  CODES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 0 844  96.8%  95.9% 

Regression  based 1 6 0.7%  0.6% 

Oont  know  imputd 3 22  2! 5%  3! 5% 

872  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MB16I 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  114- 

114 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16I 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

844 

96.8% 

96.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

6 

0.7% 

0.6% 

Oont  know  imputd  ... 

22 

2.5% 

3.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16G1  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  111-111 

Variable:  MB16I1  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  115-115 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16G1 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16I1 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTO 

PCT 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTO 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  ... 

828 

44 

95.0% 

5.0% 

94.1% 

5.9% 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  ... 

836 

36 

95.9% 

4.1% 

95.4% 

4.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MB16J 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  116-116 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16J 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

845 

96.9%  96.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

6 

0.7%  0.6% 

Dont  know  input d ... 

3 

21 

2.4%  3.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB16J1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  117-117 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16J1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

837 

96.0%  95.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

35 

4.0%  4.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB16K 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  118-118 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16K 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

845 

96.9%  96.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

6 

0.7%  0.6% 

Dont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

21 

2.4%  3.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB16K1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  119-119 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16K1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

829 

95.1%  94.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

43 

4.9%  5.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB16L 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  120-120 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16L 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

837 

96.0%  95.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

6 

0.7%  0.6% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

29 

3.3%  3.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB16L1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  121-121 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16L1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

801 

91.9%  92.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

71 

8.1%  7.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB16M 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  122-122 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16M 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

836 

95.9%  95.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

6 

0.7%  0.6% 

Dont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

30 

3.4%  4.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB16H1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  123-123 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16H1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

804 

92.2%  92.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

68 

7.8%  7.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 
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[variable:  MB16N 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  124-124 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16N 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

836 

95.9%  94.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

7 

0.8%  0.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

29 

3.3%  4.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

[variable:  MB16N1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  125-125 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16N1 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

814 

93.3%  93.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

58 

6.7%  6.6% 

____  _____ 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

[variable:  MB 160 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  126-126 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B160 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CXES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

845 

96.9%  96.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

6 

0.7%  0.6% 

Dont  know  imputd  . . . 

3 

21 

2.4%  3.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Ivariable:  MB1601 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  127-127 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B1601 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

825 

94.6%  94.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

47 

5.4%  6.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB17  Nuneric  pos:  (2)  128-128 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B17 


RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  .. 

0 

1 

795 

77 

91.2%  91.8% 
8.8%  8.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB18A 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  129-129 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18A 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  .. 
Dont  know  imputd  . , 

0 

1 

3 

851 

12 

9 

97.6%  98.1% 
1.4%  0.9% 

1.0%  0.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB18B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  130-130 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18B 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  ... 
Dont  know  imputd  . . , 

0 

1 

3 

784 

13 

75 

89.9%  93.4% 
1.5%  1.0% 

8.6%  5.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB18C 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  131-131 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18C 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  ... 
Dont  know  imputd 

0 

1 

3 

792 

13 

67 

90.8%  93.8% 
1.5%  1.0% 

7.7%  5.2% 

872  100.0%  100.0% 
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Variable:  MB180 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  132-132 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18D 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

723 

82.9% 

87.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

13 

1.5% 

1.0% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

136 

15.6% 

11.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB18E 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  133-133 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18E 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

845 

96.9% 

97.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

12 

1.4% 

0.9% 

Dont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

15 

1.7% 

1.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB18F 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  134-134 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18F 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

842 

96.6% 

97.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

12 

1.4% 

0.9% 

Dont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

18 

2.1% 

1.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB18G 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  135-' 

135 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18G 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

821 

94.2% 

95.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

12 

1.4% 

0.9% 

Dont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

39 

4.5% 

3.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB18H 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  136-136 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18H 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

788 

90.4% 

93.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

12 

1.4% 

0.9% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

72 

8.3% 

5.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB18I 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  137-137 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18I 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

757 

86.8% 

89.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

12 

1.4% 

0.9% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

103 

11.8% 

9.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB19 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  138-' 

138 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B19 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

865 

99.2% 

99.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

7 

0.8% 

1.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB19A 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  139- 

139 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

819A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

849 

97.4% 

97.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

23 

2.6% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MB2A  Nuneric  Pos:  (2)  140-140 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B2A 


PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE  , COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 0 872  100. OX  100.0% 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MB2F 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  145- 

145 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE  B2F 
CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

843 

96.7% 

98.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

29 

3.3% 

1.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB2B 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  141rl41 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B2B 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

826 

94.7%  96.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

...i...  1 

46 

5.3%  3.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HB2C 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

[2)  142-142 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B2C 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

821 

94.2%  96.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

51 

5.8%  4.0% 

—mm  . 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HB2D 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  143-143 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B2D 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

821 

. 94.2%  96.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

51 

5.8%  4.0% 

I1I.M 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB2E 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  144-144 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B2E 


PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE  C»ES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 0 808  92.7%  94.8% 

Regression  based 1 64  7.3%  5.2% 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MB3  Nuneric  Pos:  (2)  146-146 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B3 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE  CODES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 0 751  86.1%  92.1% 

Regression  based 1 121  13.9%  7.9% 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MB4 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  147- 

147 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  in^HJted 

822 

94.3% 

96.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

50 

5.7% 

3.9% 

- 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB4A  Nuneric  Pos:  (2)  148-148 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE  64A 
COOES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

783 

89.8% 

94.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

89 

10.2% 

5.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MBS  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  149-149 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B5 


PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE  CODES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed o 872  100.0%  100.0% 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 
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Variable:  MB6A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  150-150 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B6A 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

856 

98.2%  98.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

16 

1.8%  1.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB6B 

Nmeric 

Pos:  (2)  151-151 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B6B 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

844 

96.8%  97.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

28 

3.2%  2.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB6C 

Nmeric 

Pos:  (2)  152-152 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B6C 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

840 

96.3%  97.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

32 

3.7%  2.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB6D 

Nmeric 

Pos:  (2)  153-153 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B6D 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

827 

94.8%  96.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

45 

5.2%  3.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB7A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  154-154 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B7A 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

816 

93.6%  96.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

56 

6.4%  3.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB7B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  155-155 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B7B 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

830 

95.2%  97.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

42 

4.8%  2.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB7C 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  156-156 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B7C 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

783 

89.8%  92.5% 

Regression  based  . . . 

1 

89 

10.2%  7.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HB8A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  157-157 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B8A 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

786 

90.1%  93.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

86 

9.9%  6.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB8B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  158-158 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B8B 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

812 

93.1%  95.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

60 

6.9%  4.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB9A 

Nmeric 

Pos;  (2)  159-159 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B9A 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

837 

96.0%  96.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

35 

4.0%  3.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

o 
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jvariable:  MB9B 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  160-160 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B9B 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

835 

95. 8X  95. 6X 

Regression  based  .. 

37 

4.2X  4.4X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. ox 

Variable:  MC20A 

Nuneric 

Pos:  ( 

[2)  161-161  I 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C20A 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

826 

94. 7X  95. 5X 

Regression  based  .. 

24 

2.8X  3. IX 

Dont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

22 

2.5X  1.3X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. ox  100. OX 

Variable:  MC20B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  162-162  | 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C20B 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

782 

89. 7X  92. 3X 

Regression  based  ... 

44 

5. OX  4.3X 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

46 

5.3X  3.4X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. ox 

jvariable:  MC20C 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  163-163  | 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  ' 

VARIABLE  C20C 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

775 

88. 9X  92. IX 

Regression  based  .... 

44 

5. OX  4.2X 

Dont  know  imputd  ..., 

3 

53 

6. IX  3.7X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. ox 

Invariable:  MC20D 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  164-164  1 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE  C20D 
CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

775 

88. 9X  92. 4X 

Regression  based  .. 

49 

5.6X  4.4X 

Dont  know  imputd  . , 

3 

48 

5.5X  3.2X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. ox 

jvariable:  MC20E 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  165-165  | 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE  C20E 
CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

771 

88. 4X  92. IX 

Regression  based  ... 

47 

5.4X  4. IX 

Dont  know  imputd  • . . 

54 

6.2X  3.8X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. ox 

Variable:  MC20F 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  166-166 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE  C20F 
COOES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

803 

92. IX  93. 4X 

Regression  based  ... 

36 

4. IX  3.9X 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

33 

3.8X  2.7X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. ox 

Variable:  mc21 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  167-167  | 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C21 


RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

858 

98. 4X 

98.2% 

Regression  based  

14 

1.6X 

1.8X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

o 

ERIC 


903 
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Variable:  HC22A 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  168- 

168 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE 

C22A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

837 

96.0% 

96.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

35 

4.0% 

3.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC22B 

Nijneric 

Pos:  < 

12)  169- 

169 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE 

C22B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

829 

95.1% 

96.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

43 

4.9% 

3.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC22C 

Nijneric 

Pos:  { 

[2)  170-' 

170 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C22C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

829 

95.1% 

95.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

43 

4.9% 

4.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC22D 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  171-171 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C22D 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

825 

94.6% 

96.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

47 

5.4% 

3.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  172-172 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

836 

95.9% 

97.2% 

Regression  based 

1 

36 

4.1% 

2.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23B 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  173- 

173 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

842 

96.6% 

97.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

30 

3.4% 

2.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23C 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  174- 

174 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

832 

95.4% 

96.9% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

40 

4.6% 

3.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC24A 

Numeric 

Pos:  < 

12)  175-' 

175 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C24A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE . 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

826 

94.7% 

95.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

46 

5.3% 

4.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC24B 

Numeric 

Pos:  { 

12)  176-176 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C24B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

826 

94.7% 

95.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

46 

5.3% 

4.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC25A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  177-177 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C25A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

832 

95.4% 

96.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

40 

4.6% 

4.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

584 
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Variable:  MC25B  Mimeric  Pos:  (2)  178-178 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE 

C25B 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTO 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  .. 

TOTALS: 

0 

1 

831 

41 

872 

95.3% 

4.7% 

100.0% 

95.4% 

4.6% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC26A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  179-' 

179 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C26A 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

838 

96.1% 

96.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

34 

3.9% 

3.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

1 Van' able:  MC26B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  180-180 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C26B 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

840 

96.3% 

96.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

32 

3.7% 

3.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC26C 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  181-181 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C26C 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

838 

96.1% 

96.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

34 

3.9% 

3.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC27 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  182-182 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C27 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

838 

96.1% 

96.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

34 

3.9% 

3.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC27A 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  183- 

183 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C27A 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

794 

91.1% 

93.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

78 

8.9% 

6.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC28A 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  184-' 

184 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C28A 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

849 

97.4% 

96.2% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

23 

2.6% 

3.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC28A1 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

(2)  185-' 

185 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C28A1 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

819 

93.9% 

92.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

53 

6.1% 

7.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC28B 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  186-186 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C28B 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

846 

97.0% 

95.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

26 

3.0% 

4.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC28B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  187-187 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C28B1 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

797 

91.4% 

90.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

75 

8.6% 

9.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MC28C 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  188- 

188 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C28C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

850 

97.5% 

96.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

22 

2.5% 

3.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC28C1 

Nimeric 

Pos: 

(2)  189- 

189 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C28C1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

811 

93.0% 

89.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

.......  1 

61 

7.0% 

10.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC28D 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  190-' 

190 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C28D 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

845 

96.9% 

95.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

27 

3.1% 

4.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC28D1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  191-191 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C28D1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

786 

90.1% 

88.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

86 

9.9% 

11.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC28E 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  192-192 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C28E 


RESPONSE 


CODES 


Not  iinputed 

Regression  based 

TOTALS: 


FREQ 

845 

27 


PER’  UGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

96.9%  95.7% 
3.1%  4.3% 


872  100.0%  100.0% 


er|c 


Variable:  MC28E1 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  193- 

193 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C28E1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

790 

90.6% 

88.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

82 

9.4% 

11.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29A 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  194- 

194 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

856 

98.2% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

16 

1.8% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29A1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  195- 

195 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29A1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

847 

97.1% 

96.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

25 

2.9% 

3.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  196-196 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

856 

98.2% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

16 

1.8% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29B1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  197-197 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29B1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

826 

94.7% 

92.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

46 

5.3% 

7.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

586 
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Variable:  MC29C 

Ntffneric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  198-198 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

856 

98.2% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

16 

1.8% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29C1 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  199-199 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29C1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

838 

96.1% 

95.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

34 

3.9% 

5.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29D 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

[2)  200-200 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29D 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

854 

97.9% 

97.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

18 

2.1% 

2.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29D1 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  201-201 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29D1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

831 

95.3% 

94.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

41 

4.7% 

5.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29E 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  202-202 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29E 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

856 

98.2% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

16 

1.8% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29E1 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  203-203 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29E1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

829 

95.1% 

93.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

43 

4.9% 

6.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29F 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  204-204 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29F 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

856 

98.2% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

16 

1.8% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29F1 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  205-205 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29F1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

839 

96.2% 

94.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

33 

3.8% 

5.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29G 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

12)  206-206 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29G 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

856 

98.2% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

16 

1.8% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29G1 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  207-207 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29G1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

841 

96.4% 

94.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

31 

3.6% 

5.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  NC29H 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  208-208 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29H 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

856 

98.2% 

97. 6X 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

16 

1.8% 

2.4X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  HC29H1 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  209-209 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29H1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

847 

97.  IX 

96. 9X 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

25 

2.9X 

3. IX 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  HC29I 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  210-210 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29I 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

856 

98. 2X 

97. 6X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

16 

1.8X 

2.4X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC29I1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  211-211 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29I1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

848 

97. 2X 

96. 2X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

24 

2.8X 

3.8X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC29J 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  212-212 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29J 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

856 

98. 2X 

97. 6X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

16 

1.8X 

2.4X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC29J1 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  213-213 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29J1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

848 

97. 2X 

96.  IX 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

24 

2.8X 

3.9X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC29K 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  214-214 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29K 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

855 

98.  IX 

97. 5X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

17 

1.9X 

2.5X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC29K1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  215-215 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29K1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

845 

96.9X 

96. 4X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

27 

3. IX 

3.6X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC29L 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  216-216 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29L 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

855 

98.  IX 

97. 5X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

17 

1.9X 

2.5X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC29L1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  217-217 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C29L1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

807 

92. 5X 

93. 6X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

65 

7.5X 

6.4X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX 

100. OX 

'''588 
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Variable:  MC29M 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

[2)  218-218 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29M 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

855 

98.1% 

97.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

17 

1.9% 

2.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29M1 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

[2)  219-219 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29M1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

814 

93.3% 

94.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

58 

6.7% 

5.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29N 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  220-220 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29N 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  ........ 

0 

852 

97.7% 

96.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

20 

2.3% 

3.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC29N1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  221-221 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29N1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

824 

94.5% 

94.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

... 1 

48 

5.5% 

5.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC290 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  222-222 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C290 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

854 

97.9% 

96.4% 

Regression  based 

1 

18 

2.1% 

3.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC2901 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  223-223 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C2901 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

838 

96.1% 

95.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

34 

3.9% 

4.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC30 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  224-224 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C30 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

840 

96.3% 

94.6% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

32 

3.7% 

5.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC31 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  225-225 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C31  . 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

825 

94.6% 

94.2% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

27 

3.1% 

2.6% 

Dont  know  imputd  . . , 

3 

20 

2.3% 

3.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC32A 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  226-226  . 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C32A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

822 

94.3% 

94.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

28 

3.2% 

2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

22 

2.5% 

3.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MC32A1 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  227-227 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32A1 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

814 

93.3%  93.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

58 

6.7%  6.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC32B 

Nuneric 

Pos:  ( 

12)  228-228 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32B 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

823 

94.4%  94.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

28 

3.2%  2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

21 

2.4%  3.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC32B1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  229-229 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32B1 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

809 

92.8%  92.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

63 

7.2%  7.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC32C 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  230-230 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C32C 


PER'  UGHTD 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

822 

94.3% 

94.0% 

Regression  based  

1 

28 

3.2% 

2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  

3 

22 

2.5% 

3.3% 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


Variable:  MC32C1 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  231-231 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32C1 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

.......  0 

813 

93.2%  93.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

59 

6.8%  6.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC32D 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

12)  232-232 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32D 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

822 

94.3%  94.0% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

28 

3.2%  2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

22 

2.5%  3.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC32D1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  233-233 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32D1 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

812 

93.1%  93.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

60 

6.9%  6.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC32E 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  234-234 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32E 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

......  0 

821 

94.2%  . 94.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

28 

3.2%  2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

23 

2.6%  3.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

%90 
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Variable:  MC32E1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  235-235 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C32E1 

PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

806 

92.4%  92.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

66 

7.6%  7.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC32F 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  236-236 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C32F 

PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

822 

94.3%  94.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

28 

3.2%  2.7% 

Oont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

22 

2.5%  3.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC32G1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  239-239 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE 

C32G1 

PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

807 

92.5%  92.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

65 

7.5%  7.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC32H 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  240-240 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C32H 

PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

823 

94.4%  94.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

28 

3.2%  2.7% 

Oont  know  imputd  .., 

3 

21 

2.4%  3.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC32F1  Nuneric  Pos:  (2)  237-237 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C32F1 


PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  infXJted 0 809  92. 8X  92.8% 

Regression  based 1 63  7.2%  7.2% 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MC32G  Nuneric  Pbs:  (2>.  238-238 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C32G 


PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 


Not  imputed 0 822  94.3%  94.0% 

Regression  based 1 28  3.2%  .2.7% 

Oont  know  imputd 3 22  2.5%  3.3% 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MC32H1 

Nuner  i c 

Pos:  (2)  241-241 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32H1 

PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

817 

93.7%  93.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

55 

6.3%  6.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Vah'abie:  MC32I 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  242-242 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C321 

PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

823 

94.4%  94.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

28 

3.2%  2.7% 

Oont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

21 

2.4%  3.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

s 
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Variable:  MC32I1 

Nimeric 

Pos: 

(2)  243-243 

IMPUTATION  kAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32I1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

817 

93. 7X  93. 7X 

Regression  based  .. 

55 

6.3X  6.3X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. ox 

Variable:  MC32J 

Nimeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  244-244 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32J 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

823 

94. 4X  94. IX 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

28 

3.2X  2.7X 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

21 

2.4X  3.2X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. bx 

Variable:  MC32J1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  245-245 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32J1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

816 

93. 6X  93. 7X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

56 

6.4X  6.3X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. ox 

Variable:  MC32K 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (2)  246-246 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32K 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

823 

94. 4X  94. IX 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

28 

3.2X  2.7X 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

21 

2.4X  3.2X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. ox 

Variable:  HC32K1 

Nimeric 

Pos: 

(2)  247-247 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32K1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

817 

93.7%  93. 7X 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

55 

6.3X  6.3X 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. ox 

Variable:  MC32L 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

[2)  248-248 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32L 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

820 

94.0%  93.9% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

29 

3.3%  2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  . . . 

3 

23 

2.6%  3.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC32L1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  249-249 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32L1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

......  0 

797 

91.4%  92.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

:.  1 

75 

8.6%  7.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC32M 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  250-250 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32M 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

819 

93.9%  93.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

29 

3.3%  2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  . . . 

3 

24 

2.8%  3.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100. OX  100. OX 
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Variable:  MC32M1  Ntmeric  Pos:  (2)  251-251 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C32M1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

798 

91.5% 

92.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

74 

8.5% 

7.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC32N 

Nifneric 

Pos:  (2)  252-252 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C32N 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

820 

94.0% 

93.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

28 

3.2% 

2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

24 

2.8% 

3.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC32N1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  253-253 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C32N1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

806 

92.4% 

93.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

66 

7.6% 

6.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC320 

Nimeric 

Pos:  ( 

:2)  254-254 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C320 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

823 

94.4% 

94.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

28 

3.2% 

2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  . . 

3 

21 

2.4% 

3.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC3201  Nimeric  Pos:  (2)  255-255 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C3201 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

813 

93.2% 

93.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

59 

6.8% 

6.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  256-256 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C33 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

859 

98.5% 

98.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

13 

1.5% 

1.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33A 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (2)  257-257 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C33A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

858 

98.4% 

98.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

14 

1.6% 

1.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD34 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (2)  258-258 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D34 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

856 

98.2% 

97.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

16 

1.8% 

2.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD35A 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (2)  259-259 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D35A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

845 

96.9% 

97.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

24 

2.8% 

2.6% 

Dont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

3 

0.3% 

0.2% 

■ 

■ 1 II 

1 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  ND35A1 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  260- 

260 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D35A1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

812 

93.1% 

93.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

60 

6.9% 

6.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HD35B 

Numeric 

Pos:  i 

(2)  261-261 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D35B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

840 

96.3% 

96.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

26 

3.0% 

2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

6 

0.7% 

0.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HD35B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  262-262 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D35B1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

797 

91.4% 

92.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

75 

8.6% 

8.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HD35C 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  263-263 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D35C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

847 

97.1% 

97.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

23 

2.6% 

2.5% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

2 

0.2% 

0.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD35C1 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  264- 

264 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D35C1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

804 

92.2% 

91.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

68 

7.8% 

8.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD35D 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

[2)  265-: 

265 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D35D 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

843 

96.7% 

96.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

25 

2.9% 

2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

4. 

0.5% 

0.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD35D1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  266-266 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D35D1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

783 

89.8% 

90.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

89 

10.2% 

9.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD35E 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  267-267  . 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

035E 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

845 

96.9% 

96.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

25 

2.9% 

2.6% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

2 

0.2% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MD35E1 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  268-268 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D3SE1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

799 

91.6% 

92.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

73 

8.4% 

7.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD36 

Numeric 

Pos:  I 

C2)  269-269 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D36 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

859 

98.5% 

98.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

13 

1.5% 

2.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37A 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

[2)  270-270 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

849 

97.4% 

96.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

18 

2.1% 

2.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  . . . 

3 

5 

0.6% 

0.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37A1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  271-271 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37A1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

833 

95.5% 

94.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

39 

4.5% 

5.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  272-272 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

849 

97.4% 

96.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

19 

2.2% 

2.5% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

4 

0.5% 

1.0% 

—MM 

— 

- 

TDTA 


ij= 
ERIC 

UilffliBfilflMJ 


100. OX  100.0% 


Variable:  MD37B1 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2  ) 273-: 

273 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37B1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

829 

95.1% 

94.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

43 

4.9% 

5.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37C 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

12)  274-274 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

849 

97.4% 

96.6% 

Regression  based  ..< 

1 

18 

2.1% 

2.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  .., 

3 

5 

0.6% 

1.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37C1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  275-275 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37C1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

835 

95.8% 

95.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

37 

4.2% 

4.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37D 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  276-276 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37D 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

847 

97.1% 

95.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

18 

2.1% 

2.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  . . . 

3 

7 

0.8% 

1.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

5S0 
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Variable:  HD37D1 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  277-277 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  0370 1 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

830 

95.2%  94.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

42 

4.8%  5.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MD37E 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

12)  278-278 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D37E 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

848 

97.2%  96.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

18 

2.1%  2.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

6 

0.7%  1.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MD37E1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  279-279 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D37E1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

827 

94.8%  94.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

45 

5.2%  5.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MD37F 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (2)  280-280 

Variable:  MD37F1 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  281-281 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D37F1 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

834 

95.6%  94.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

38 

4.4%  5.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MD37G 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

[2)  282-282 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D37G 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

851 

97.6%  97.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

18 

2.1%  2.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  . . , 

3 

3 

0.3%  0.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MD37G1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  283-283 

IMPUTATION  FLAG. FOR 

VARIABLE  D37G1 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

833 

95.5%  94.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

39 

4.5%  5.1% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MD37H 

Niffneric 

Pos:  (2)  284-284 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D37F 


PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 


Not  imputed 0 850  97.5%  96.6% 

Regression  based 1 is  2.1%  2.A% 

Pont  know  imputd 3 k 0.5%  1.0% 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D37H 


RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

848 

97.2% 

96.8% 

Regression  based  

18 

2.1% 

2.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  

3 

6 

0.7% 

0.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

596 
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Variable:  HD37H1 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (2)  285-285 

IHPUTATIOH  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37H1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

834 

95.6% 

95.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

38 

4.4% 

4.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HD37I 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (2)  286-286 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37I 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

850 

97.5% 

97.0% 

Regress i on  based  . . 

1 

18 

2.1% 

2.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

4 

0.5% 

0.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37I1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  287-287 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37I1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

841 

96.4% 

96.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

31 

3.6% 

3.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37J 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  288-288 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37J 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

852 

97.7% 

97.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

18 

2.1% 

2.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  . . 

3 

2 

0.2% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37J1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  289-289 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37J1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

842 

96.6% 

96.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

30 

3.4% 

3.8% 

TOTALS: 

• 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37K 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  290-290 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37K 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

850 

97.5% 

97.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

18 

2.1% 

2.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

4 

0.5% 

0.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37K1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  291-291 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37K1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

839 

96.2% 

95.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

33 

3.8% 

4.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD37L 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  292-292 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D37L 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

845 

96.9% 

95.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

18 

2.1% 

2.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

9 

1.0% 

1.9% 

■ 1 1 

■ 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MD37P1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  301-301 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D37P1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

728 

83.5% 

84.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

144 

16.5% 

15.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD38 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  302-302 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D38 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

744 

85.3% 

87.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

128 

14.7% 

13.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD39 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  303-303 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D39 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

852 

97.7% 

97.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

20 

2.3% 

2.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  M040A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  304-304 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D40A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

795 

91.2% 

92.2% 

Regression  based  . . 

1 

64 

7.3% 

6.2% 

Oont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

13 

1.5% 

1.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  M040A1 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  305-305 

Variable:  M040A2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  306-306 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D40A2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

718 

82.3% 

85.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

154 

17.7% 

14.5% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  N040B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  307-307 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D40B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

801 

91.9% 

92.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

58 

6.7% 

6.0% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

13 

1.5% 

1.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD40B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  308-308 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D40B1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

791 

90.7% 

92.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

81 

9.3% 

8.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  M040B2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  309-309 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D40B2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

721 

82.7% 

87.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

151 

17.3% 

12.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MD40C 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  310-310 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D40A1 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  UGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

748 

85.8%  87.7% 

Regression  based  

1 

124 

14.2%  12.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

o 

ERIC 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D40C 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

764 

87.6% 

88.8% 

Regression  based  

1 

89 

10.2% 

9.2% 

Dont  know  imputd  

3 

19 

2.2% 

2.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  HD40C2  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  311-311 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D40C2 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

690 

79.1% 

84.0% 

Regression  based  

1 

182 

20.9% 

16.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD42C  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  315-315 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D42C 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

751 

86.1% 

90.3% 

Regression  based  

1 

38 

4.4% 

3.5% 

Dont  know  imputd  

3 

83 

9.5% 

6.2% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD41  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  312-312 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  041 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 0 776  89. OX  91. 9X 

Regression  based 1 96  11. OX  8. IX 

TOTALS:  872  100. OX  100. OX 


Variable:  M042A  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  313-313 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  042A 

PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 6 810  92. 9X  94. 3X 

Regression  based 1 39  4.5%  3.5% 

Oont  know  imputd 3 23  2.6X  2i2X 

TOTALS:  872  100. OX  100. OX 


Variable:  M042B  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  314-314 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D42B 


PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 


Not  imputed 0 751  86.  IX  89.9X 

Regression  based 1 38  4.4X  3.5X 

Dont  know  imputd 3 83  9.5X  6.6X 

TOTALS:  872  100. OX  100. DX 


Variable:  MD42D 

Numer i c 

Pos: 

(2)  316-316 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D42D 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

702 

80.5%  85.9% 

Regression  based 

1 

38 

4.4%  3.5% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

132 

15.1%  10.6% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  M042E 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  317-317 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D42E 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

799 

91.6%  93.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

38 

4.4%  3.5% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

35 

4.0%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  M042F 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  318-318 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D42F 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

777 

89.1% 

92.6% 

Regression  based  

38 

4.4% 

3.5% 

Dont  know  imputd  

3 

57 

6.5% 

4.0% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  HD42G  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  319-319 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D42G 


PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT-  PCT 

Not  imputed 0 756  86. 7X  90. 7X 

Regression  based 1 38  4.4%  3.4% 

Dont  know  imputd 3 78  8.9X  5.9X 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MD42H  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  320-320 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D42H 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

730 

83.7% 

88.8% 

Regression  based  

1 

38 

4.4% 

3.5% 

Oont  know  imputd  

3 

104 

11.9% 

7.7% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD42I  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  321-321 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  0421 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

712 

81.7% 

86.7% 

Regression  based  

1 

39 

4.5% 

3.5% 

Dont  know  imputd  

3 

121 

13.9% 

9.8% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MD43  Numeric  Pos:  (2)  322-322 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  043 


Variable:  M043A  Nuneric  Pos:  (2)  323-323 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  043A 


PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

827 

94.8% 

95.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

45 

5.2% 

4.4% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MEl 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  324-324 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

840 

96.3% 

96.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

32 

3.7% 

3.3% 

TOTALS: 

872 

100.0% 

100.0% 

PER-  UGHTO 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 


Not  imputed 0 840  96.3%  96.7% 

Regression  based 1 32  3.7%  3.3% 

TOTALS:  872  100.0%  100.0% 
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Variable:  SA4 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  987-987 

COLD  DECK  IMPUTATION 
RESPONSE 

FLAG 

FOR  A4 
CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

Directly  imputd  .... 

TOTALS: 

0 

1 

25703 

77 

25780 

99.7% 

0.3% 

100.0% 

99.6% 

0.4% 

100.0% 

Variable:  SF51 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  988-988 

COLD  DECK  IMPUTATION 

FLAG 

FOR  F51 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25683 

99.6% 

99.6% 

Directly  imputd  

1 

97 

0.4% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  SF53A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  989-989 

COLD  DECK  IMPUTATION 

FOR  1 

FLAG  FOR  F53A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25550 

99.1% 

99.1% 

Directly  imputd  

1 

230 

0.9% 

0.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA4 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  994-994 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  A4 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25761 

99.9% 

99.9% 

Regress i on  based  . . . . 

1 

19 

0.1% 

0.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA4AA 


Numeric 


Pos:  (2)  995-995 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  A4AA 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25232 

97.9% 

96.5% 

Regression  based  

548 

2.1% 

3.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA4AB 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  996-996 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE  A4AB 
CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  .. 

TOTALS: 

0 

25240 

540 

25780 

97.9% 

2.1% 

100.0% 

96.5% 

3.5% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA4AC 

Ntmeric 

Pos:  (2)  997-997 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A4AC 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25233 

97.9% 

96.5% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

547 

2.1% 

3.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA4AD 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  998-998 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A4AD 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25224 

97.8% 

96.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

556 

2.2% 

3.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA4AE 

Ntmeric 

Pos:  (2)  999-999 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A4AE 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25224 

97.8% 

96.4% 

Regression  based  .. . 

1 

556 

2.2% 

3.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA4AF 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  1000- 

1000 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A4AF 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25226 

97.9% 

96.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

554 

2.1% 

3.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

G03 
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Variable:  HAS 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  1001 

-1001 

Variable:  MA9 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  1006 

-1006 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  AS 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A9 

PER- 

UGHTD 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

2436S 

94.5% 

93.6% 

Not  imputed  

0 

25637 

99.4% 

99.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1412 

5.5% 

6.4% 

Hot-deck  

143 

0.6% 

0.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA6 

Numeric 

Pos: 

C2)  1002 

•1002 

Variable:  MA10 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  1007- 

■1007 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A6 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A10 

PER- 

UGHTD 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

RESPONSE  . 

CUES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24254 

94.1% 

93.0% 

Not  imputed 

0 

24006 

93.1% 

92.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1526 

5.9% 

7.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1774 

6.9% 

7.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA7 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  1003- 

•1003 

Variable:  MA11_1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  1008- 

•1008 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A7 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A11_1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25567 

99.2% 

99.0% 

Not  imputed  ........ 

0 

24724 

95.9% 

96.3% 

Hot'deck  

213 

0.8% 

1.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1056 

4.1% 

3.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA7A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  1004- 

1004 

Variable:  MA11_2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  1009- 

1009 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A7A 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A11_2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

25268 

98.0% 

98.1% 

Not  imputed  

0 

24724 

95.9% 

96.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

512 

2.0% 

1.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1056 

4.1% 

3.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MAS 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (2)  1005- 

1005 

Variable:  HA11_3 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  1010- 

1010 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A8 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A11_3  . 

PER- 

UGHTD 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

RESPONSE 

COIES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24791 

96.2% 

95.0% 

Not  imputed 

0 

24724 

95.9% 

96.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

989 

3.8% 

5.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1056 

4.1% 

3.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

• O 
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Variable:  MA11_4 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  1011' 

•1011 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A11_4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  iflfXJted  . 

0 

24724 

95.9% 

96.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1036 

4.1% 

3.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA11_5 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(2)  1012- 

•1012 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A11_S 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

......  0 

24724 

95.9% 

96.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1056 

4.1% 

3.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA11_6 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  1013- 

-1013 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A11_6 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24724 

95.9% 

96.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

.......  1 

1056 

4.1% 

3.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA11_7 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

[2)  10K- 

1014 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A11_7 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24724 

95.9% 

96.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1056 

4.1% 

3.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA12A 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (2)  1015- 

1015 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  A12A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25618 

99.4% 

99.4% 

Hot -deck  

162 

0.6% 

0.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MA13A 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  1016 

-1016 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

A13A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25556 

99.1% 

99.2% 

Hot-deck  

2 

224 

0.9% 

0.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB14_1 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(2)  1017- 

•1017  1 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B14J 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24577 

95.3% 

94.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1203 

4.r% 

5.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB14_2 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C2)  1018- 

•1018 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

BK_2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24577 

95.3% 

94.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1203 

4.7% 

5.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB14_3 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

[2)  1019- 

-1019 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B14_3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24577 

95.3% 

94.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1203 

4.7% 

5.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB14_4 

Nuneric 

. Pos:  (2)  1020- 

1020 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B14_4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24577 

95.3% 

94.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1203 

4.7% 

5.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

605 
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Variable:  MB14_5 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  1021 

-1021 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B14_5 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24577 

95. 3X 

94.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1203 

4.7% 

5.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB14_6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  1022 

-1022 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B14_6 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24577 

95.3% 

94.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1203 

4.7% 

5.3% 

rOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB15_1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  1023- 

•1023 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B15J 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  in^ted 

0 

24731 

95.9% 

95.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1049 

4.1% 

4.8% 

1 

rOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB15_2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (2)  1024- 

1024 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B15_2 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

24731 

95.9% 

95.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1049 

4.1% 

4.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB15_3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  1-1 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B15_3 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24731 

95.9% 

95.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1049 

4.1% 

4.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

o 

ERIC 

'■■gr 

Variable:  MB15_4 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  2-2 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B15.4 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24731 

95.9% 

95.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

1049 

4.1% 

4.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB15_5 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  3-3 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B15_5 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24731 

95.9% 

95.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1049 

4.1% 

4.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB15_6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  4-4 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B15_6 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24731 

95.9% 

95.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1049 

4.1% 

4.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB15_7 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  5-5 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B15_7 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24731 

95.9% 

95.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1049 

4.1% 

4.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB15_8 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  6-6 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  615_8 

PER- 

WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24731 

95.9% 

95.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1049 

4.1% 

4.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MB15_9 

Nimeric 

Pos: 

(3)  7*7 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B15_9 

PER* 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24731 

95.9% 

95.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

1049 

4.1% 

4.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB15_10 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  8*8 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B15_10 

PER* 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24731 

95.9% 

95.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1049 

4.1% 

4.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16A1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  9*9 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B16A1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25752 

99.9% 

99.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

28 

0.1% 

0.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  10*10 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16B1 

PER* 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

OWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25514 

99.0% 

99.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

266 

1.0% 

0.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16C1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  11*11 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16C1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

OWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25738 

99.8% 

99.8% 

Hot*deck  

2 

42 

0.2% 

0.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB16E1  Numeric  Pos:  (3)  12*12 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16E1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25403 

98.5% 

98.4% 

Hot*deck  

2 

377 

1.5% 

1.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16A2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  13-13 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16A2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25745 

99.9% 

99.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

35 

0.1% 

0.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16B2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  14-14 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16B2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25648 

99.5% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

132 

0.5% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16C2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  15-15 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16C2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25697 

99.7% 

99.6% 

Hot*deck  

2 

83 

0.3% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB16E2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  16-16 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16E2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25491 

98.9% 

98.9% 

Hot*deck  

2 

289 

1.1% 

1.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 
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Variable:  HB16A3 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  17-17 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE  B16A3 
CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

25743 

99.9% 

99.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

37 

0.1% 

0.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB16B3 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  18-18 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B16B3 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

25701 

99.7% 

99.7% 

Regression  based  

79 

0.3% 

0.3% 

— 1 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

jvariable:  MB16B4 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  22-22  1 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16B4 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  .. 

0 

1 

25752 

28 

99. 9X  99.9% 
0.1%  0.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB16C4 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  23-23 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16C4 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

Hot-deck  

0 

2 

25736 

LL 

99.8%  99.9% 
n ov  n IV 

U.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

jvariable:  HB16C3 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(3)  19-19 

Variable:  MB16E4 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  24-24  1 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16C3 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B16E4 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

Hot -deck  

0 

2 

25693 

K7 

99.7%  99.7% 

n TV  n TV 

Not  imputed  

Hot -deck  

25706 

99.7%  99.7% 

Of 

U . 3 A 0.3% 

7L 

0.3%  0.3% 

fH 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB16E3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  20-20 

Variable:  MB17 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  25-25 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16E3 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B17 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

Hot -deck  

0 

2 

25606 

174 

99.3%  99.4% 
0;T%  0.6% 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  ... 

25533 

247 

99.0%  99.1% 
1.0%  0.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

jvariable:  HB16A4 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  21-21 

Variable:  MB17A 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  26-26  1 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B16A4 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B17A 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  WGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  ... 

0 

1 

25753 

27 

99.9%  99.9% 
0.1%  0.1% 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  ... 

25274 

506 

98.0%  97.9% 
2.0%  2.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

o 

ERIC 

'i 

4 

o 

: 

Nov  22,  1996 


page  7 


Variable:  HB18 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  27-27 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25252 

98. OX 

97. 9X 

Hot-deck  

2 

528 

2. OX 

2. IX 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB18A 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  28-28 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25401 

98. 5X 

98. 5X 

Regressi on  based  . . 

1 

379 

1.5X 

1.5X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB18B 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  29-29 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25310 

98. 2X 

98. OX 

Hot -deck  

2 

470 

1.8X 

2. OX 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB18C 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  30-30 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B18C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25458 

98. 8X 

98.8X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

322 

1.2X 

1.2X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB19A1A 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  31-31 

Variable:  MB19A1B 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  32-32 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B19A1B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25598 

99.3% 

99.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

182 

0.7% 

0.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB19A2 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  33-33 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B19A2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25662 

99.5% 

99.5% 

Hot-deck 

2 

118 

0.5% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB19A3 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  34-34 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B19A3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25329 

98.3% 

98.3% 

Hot-deck 

2 

451 

1.7% 

1.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB19A4 

Numeric 

Pos:  I 

C3)  35-35 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B19A4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25453 

98.7% 

98.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

327 

1.3% 

1.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB19B1A 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  36-36 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B19A1A 


PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE  CODES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  iruxited 0 25587  99.3X  99.2X 

Regression  based 1 193  0.7^  0.8X 

TOTALS:  25780  100. OX  100. OX 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B19B1A 


RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25671 

99.6% 

99.6% 

Regression  based  

1 

109 

0.4% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MB19B1B 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  37-37 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B19B1B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25676 

99.6% 

99.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

104 

0.4% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

[variable:  HB19B2 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

13)  38-38 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B19B2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25681 

99.6% 

99.6% 

Hot -deck  

2 

99 

0.4% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB19B3 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  39-39 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B19B3 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25492 

98.9% 

98.9% 

Hot -deck  

2 

288 

1.1% 

1.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB19B4 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  40-40 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B19B4 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25495 

98.9% 

98.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

285 

1.1% 

1.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB19C1A 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  41-41 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B19C1A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25677 

99.6% 

99.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

103 

0.4% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

er|c  , 6io 


Variable:  MB19C1B 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(3)  42-42 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B19C1B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25688 

99.6% 

99.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

92 

0.4% 

0.4% 

■ HIM 

— 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB19C2 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  43-43 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B19C2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25722 

99.8% 

99.8% 

Hot-deck  

2 

58 

0.2% 

0.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB19C3 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  44-44 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B19C3 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25619 

99.4% 

99.4% 

Hot-deck  

2 

161 

0.6% 

0.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB19C4 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  45-45 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B19C4 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25628 

99.4% 

99.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

152 

0.6% 

0.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB20A1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  46-46 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B20A1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25123 

97.5% 

97.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

657 

2.5% 

2.9% 



TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  HB20A2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  47-47 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B20A2 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25131 

97. 5X 

97.  IX 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

649 

2.5X 

2.9X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  HB20A3 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  48-48 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B20A3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25136 

97. 5X 

97.  IX 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

644 

2.5X 

2.9X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB20A4 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  49-49 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B20A4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25130 

97. 5X 

97. IX 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

650 

2.5X 

2.9X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB20A5 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  50-50 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B20A5 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25132 

97. 5X 

97.  IX 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

648 

2.5X 

2.9X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB20A6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  51-51 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

B20A6 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25133 

97. 5X 

97.  IX 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

647 

2.5X 

2.9X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MB20A7 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  52-52 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20A7 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25137 

97. 5X  97.  IX 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

643 

2.5X  2.9X 

1 1. 

— - ■■  — 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX  100. ox 

Variable:  MB20A8 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  53-53 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20A8 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25134 

97. 5X  97. IX 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

646 

2.5X  2.9X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX  100. OX 

Variable:  MB20A9 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  54-54 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20A9 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25136 

97. 5X  97.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

644 

2.5X  2.9X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX  100. OX 

Variable:  MB20A10 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  55-55 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20A10 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25128 

97. 5X  97.  IX 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

652 

2.5X  2.9X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX  100. OX 

Variable:  MB20A11 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(3)  56-56 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  B20A11 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25121 

97. 4X 

97.  IX 

Regression  based  

1 

659 

2.6X 

2.9X 

TOTALS; 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

i3Gll 
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Variable:  HB20A12  Numeric  Pos:  (3)  57-57 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE  B20A12 
CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  .. 

TOTALS: 

0 

25131 

649 

25780 

97.5% 

2.5% 

100.0% 

97.1%, 

2.9% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB20A13 

Ntineric 

Pos:  (3)  58-58 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20A13 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25133 

97.5% 

97.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

647 

2.5% 

2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB20A14 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  59-59 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20A14 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25135 

97.5% 

97.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

645 

2.5% 

2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HB20B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  60-60 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CXES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25074 

97.3% 

96.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

706 

2.7% 

3.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100,0% 

Variable:  HB20B2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  61-61 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25081 

97.3% 

96.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

699 

2.7% 

3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

ERIC 


Variable:  HB20B3  Numeric  Pos:  (3)  62-62 


1 

1 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE  B20B3 
CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  .. 

TOTALS: 

25087 

693 

25780 

97.3%  96.9% 
2.7%  3.1% 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB20B4 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  63-63 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B4 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25084 

97.3% 

96.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

696 

2.7% 

3.1% 

1 

rOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB20B5 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  64-64 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B5 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25081 

97.3% 

96.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

699 

2.7% 

3.1% 

1 

rOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MB20B6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  65-65 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B6 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CXES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25081 

97.3% 

96.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

699 

2.7% 

3.1% 

T 

OTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0%' 

Variable:  MB20B7 

Numeric 

Pos;  (3)  66-66 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B7 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CXES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25085 

97.3% 

96.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

695 

2.7% 

3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Sl2 
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Variable:  HB20B8 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  67-67 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B8 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25082 

97.3%  96.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

698 

2.7%  3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB20B9 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  68-68 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B9 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25084 

97.3%  96.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

696 

2.7%  3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB20B10 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  69-69 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B10 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25078 

97.3%  96.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

702 

2.7%  3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB20B11 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  70-70 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B11 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  ....... 

0 

25076 

97.3%  96.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

704 

2.7%  3.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB20B12 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  71-71 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B12 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25083 

97.3%  96.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

697 

2.7%  3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB20B13 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  72-72 

I 

MPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B13 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25083 

97.3%  96.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

697 

2.7%  3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MB20B14 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  73-73 

I 

MPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  B20B14 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25084 

97.3%  96.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

696 

2.7%  3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC21A1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  74-74 

] 

[MPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C21A1 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25050 

97.2%  96.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

730 

2.8%  3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC21A2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  75-75 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C21A2 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25059 

97.2%  96.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

721 

2.8%  3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC21A3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  76-76 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C21A3 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25063 

97.2%  96.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

717 

2.8%  3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

o -fl  ri 
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Variable:  MC21A4 

Nimeric 

Pos: 

(3)  77-t; 

▼ 

r 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C21A4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25059 

97.2% 

96.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

721 

2.8% 

3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC21A5 

Numeric 

Pos: 

C3)  78-78 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C21A5 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25058 

97.2% 

96.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

722 

2.8% 

3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC21A6 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  79-79 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C21A6 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25055 

97.2% 

96.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

725 

2.8% 

3.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC21B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  80-80 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C21B1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24796 

96.2% 

95.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

984 

3.8% 

4.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC21B2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  81-81 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C21B2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24815 

96.3% 

95.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

965 

3.7% 

4.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC21B3 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  82-82 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C21B3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24814 

96.3% 

95.8% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

966 

3.7% 

4.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC21B4 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  83-83 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C21B4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24814 

96.3% 

95.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

966 

3.7% 

4.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC21B5 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  84-84 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C21B5 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24815 

96.3% 

95.8% 

Regression  based  .. . 

1 

965 

3.7% 

4.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100,0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC21B6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  85-85 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C21B6 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24815 

96.3% 

95.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

965 

3.7% 

4.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC22 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  86-86 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C22 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25468 

98.8% 

98.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

223 

0.9% 

1.1% 

Hot-deck  

2 

89 

0.3% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MC22A 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  87-87 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C22A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25739 

99. 8X 

99. 8X 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

31 

0.1X 

0.2X 

Hot ‘deck  

2 

10 

O.OX 

O.OX 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  HC23A1B 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  88-88 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23A1B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25233 

97. 9X 

97. 8X 

Hot'deck  

2 

547 

2. IX 

2.2X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC23A2A 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  89-89 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C23A2A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25334 

98. 3X 

98. 2X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

446 

1.7X 

1.8X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  HC23A2B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  90-90 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23A2B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25004 

97. OX 

96. 2X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

776 

3. OX 

3.8X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC23A2C 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  91-91 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23A2C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25375 

98. 4X 

98. 3X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

405 

1.6X 

1.7X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC23A2D 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  92-92 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23A2D 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25701 

99. 7X 

99.6X 

Regression  based  .. 

79 

0.3X 

0.4X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC23A2E 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  93-93 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23A2E 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  ... 

0 

25639 

99. 5X 

99. 4X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

141 

0.5X 

0.6X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC23A2F 

Numeric 

Pos:  I 

C3)  94-94 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23A2F 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25705 

99. 7X 

99. 6X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

75 

0.3X 

0.4X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC23A2G 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  95-95 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23A2G 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24454 

94. 9X 

95. 4X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1326 

5. IX 

4.6X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC23A3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  96-96 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23A3 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25412 

98. 6X 

98.4X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

368 

1.4X 

1.6X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

f)1! 


page  14 


Nov  22,  1996 


Variable:  MC23A4 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  97-97 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23A4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23658 

91 .8% 

91.9% 

Hot ‘deck  

2 

2122 

8.2% 

8.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC23B1B 

Nimeric 

Pos: 

(3)  98-98 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23B1B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25410 

98.6% 

98.5% 

Hot‘deck  

2 

370 

1.4% 

1.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23B2A 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  99-99 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23B2A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25447 

98.7% 

98.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

333 

1.3% 

1.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23B2B 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

13)  100-100 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23B2B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25331 

98.3% 

98.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

449 

1.7% 

2.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC23B2C 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  101-101 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23B2C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25460 

98.8% 

98.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

320 

1.2% 

1.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23B2D 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  102- 

102 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23B2D 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25714 

99.7% 

99.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

66 

0.3% 

0.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23B2E 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  103-' 

103 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23B2E 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25677 

99.6% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

103 

0.4% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23B2F 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

13)  104-' 

104 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23B2F 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25716 

99.8% 

99.7% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

64 

0.2% 

0.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23B2G 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  105-105 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23B2G 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24534 

95.2% 

96.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1246 

4.8% 

4.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23B3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  106-106 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23B3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25518 

99.0% 

99.0% 

Regression  based  .., 

262 

1.0% 

1.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  HC23B4 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  107- 

107 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23B4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24273 

94.2% 

94.9% 

Hot 'deck  

2 

1507 

5.8% 

5.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC23C1B 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  108- 

108 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23C1B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25543 

99.1% 

99.1% 

Hot -deck  

2 

237 

0.9% 

0.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC23C2A 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

[3)  109-' 

109 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23C2A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25531 

99.0% 

99.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

249 

1.0% 

0.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23C2B 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  110-110 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23C28 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25519 

99.0% 

98.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

261 

1.0% 

1.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC23C2C 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  111-111 

Variable:  HC23C2D 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  112- 

112 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23C2D 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25713 

99.7% 

99.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

67 

0.3% 

0.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC23C2E 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(3)  113- 

113 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23C2E 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25678 

99.6% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

102 

0.4% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC23C2F 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  114- 

114 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23C2F 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25713 

99.7% 

99.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

67 

0.3% 

0.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC23C2G 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

[3)  115-115 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23C2G 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CXES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24709 

95.8% 

96.8% 

Regression  based  . . . 

1 

1071 

4.2% 

3.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23C3 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  116-116 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23C2C 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23C3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

RESPONSE 

CXES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25522 

99.0% 

99.0% 

Not  imputed 

0 

25568 

99.2% 

99.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

258 

1.0% 

1.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

212 

0.8% 

0.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 
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Variable:  MC23C4  Nuneric  Pos:  (3)  117-117 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23C4 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24780 

96.1% 

96.8% 

Hot- deck  

2 

1000 

3.9% 

3.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23D1B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  118-118 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23D1B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25624 

99.4% 

99.4% 

Hot-deck  

2 

156 

0.6% 

0.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23D2A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  119-119 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23D2A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25594 

99.3% 

99.3% 

Regression  based 

1 

186 

0.7% 

0.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23D2B 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  120-120 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23D2B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25604 

99.3% 

99.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

176 

0.7% 

0.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23D2C 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

[3)  121-' 

121 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23D2C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25568 

99.2% 

99.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

212 

0.8% 

0.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

o 


Variable:  MC23D2D  Numeric  Pos:  (3)  122-122 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE 

C23D2D 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  ... 

TOTALS: 

0 

1 

25708 

72 

25780 

99.7% 

0.3% 

100.0% 

99.6% 

0.4% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC23D2E 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  123-123 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23D2E 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25691 

99.7% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

89 

0.3% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23D2F 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  124-124 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23D2F 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25708 

99.7% 

99.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

72 

0.3% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23D2G 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  125-125 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23D2G 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25042 

97.1% 

97.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

738 

2.9% 

2.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23D3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  126-' 

126 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C23D3 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25622 

99.4% 

99.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

158 

0.6% 

0.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

IS 

T, 

'Us. 

- 

Nov  22,  1996 


page  17 


Variable:  MC23D4 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(3)  127- 

127 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23D4 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25177 

97.7% 

98.2% 

Hot* deck  

2 

603 

2.3% 

1.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23E1B 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

13)  128- 

128 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23E1B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25668 

99.6% 

99.5% 

Hot 'deck  

2 

112 

0.4% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23E2A 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

[3)  129-' 

129 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23E2A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25644 

99.5% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

136 

0.5% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23E2B 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  130-130 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23E2B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25650 

99.5% 

99.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

130 

0.5% 

0.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23E2C 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  131-131 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23E2C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25641 

99.5% 

99.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

139 

0.5% 

0.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23E2D 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(3)  132- 

132 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23E2D 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25707 

99.7% 

99.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

73 

0.3% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23E2E 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  133- 

133 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23E2E 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25692 

99.7% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  ..< 

1 

88 

0.3% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23E2F 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  134-' 

134 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23E2F 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25707 

99.7% 

99.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

73 

0.3% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23E2G 

Nuneric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  135-- 

135 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23E2G 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25391 

98.5% 

98.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

389 

1.5% 

1.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC23E3 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  136-136 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23E3 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25673 

99.6% 

99.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

107 

0.4% 

0.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

V'  ^ 
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Variable:  MC23E4 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  137-137 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C23E4 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25467 

98.8%  98.9% 

Hot*deck  

313 

1.2%  1.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC24 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  138-138 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C24 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24533 

95.2%  94.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1247 

4.8%  5.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC24A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  139-139 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C24A 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25055 

97.2%  97.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

725 

2.8%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC24B 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  140-140 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C24B 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25045 

97.1%  97.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

735 

2.9%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC24C 

Nuneric 

Pos:  i 

:3)  141-141 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C24C 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25056 

97.2%  97.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

724 

2.8%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

o 

ERIC 

■■  V 

Variable:  MC24D 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  142-142 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C24D 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25039 

97.1%  97.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

741 

2.9%  3.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC24E 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (3)  143-143 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C24E 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25060 

97.2%  97.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

720 

2.8%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC24F 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  144-144 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C24F 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25050 

97.2%  97.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

730 

2.8%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC24G 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (3)  145-145 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C24G 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25050 

97.2%  97.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

730 

2.8%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC24H 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (3)  146-146 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C24H 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25049 

97.2%  97.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

731 

2.8%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 
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Variable:  MC24I 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  147- 

147 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C2AI 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  input ed  

0 

25037 

97.1% 

97.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

743 

2.9% 

3.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC24J 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  148- 

148 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C2AJ 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

OWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25034 

97.1% 

97.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

746 

2.9% 

3.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC24K 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  149- 

149 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C2AK 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25042 

97.1% 

97.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

738 

2.9% 

2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC25A1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  150-- 

150 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C25A1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

21052 

81.7% 

79.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

4728 

18.3% 

20.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC25A2 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  151-151 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C25A2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

20606 

79.9% 

78.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

5174 

20.1% 

21.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC25A3 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  152- 

152 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C25A3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

20595 

79.9% 

78.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

5185 

20.1% 

22.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC25A4 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  153- 

153 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C25AA 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

20538 

79.7% 

78.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

5242 

20.3% 

22.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable;  MC25B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  154- 

154 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C25B1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CXES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

20470 

79.4% 

77.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

5310 

20.6% 

22.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC25B2 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  155-- 

155 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C25B2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

20180 

78.3% 

76.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

5600 

21.7% 

23.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC25B3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  156-156 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C25B3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

......  0 

20284 

78.7% 

76.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

5496 

21.3% 

23.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MC25B4 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(3)  157-157 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C25B4 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  i input ed 

0 

20448 

79. 3X  77.5X 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

5332 

20. 7X  22. 5X 

rOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX  100. OX 

Variable:  MC26 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

[3)  158-158 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C26 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

^ CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24461 

94.9X  93.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1319 

5.1%  6.1% 

1 

rOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC27 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  159-159 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C27 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

24189 

93.8X  92.9X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1591 

6.2X  7. IX 

T 

OTALS: 

25780 

100. OX  100. OX 

Variable:  MC28 

Numeric 

Pos:  '(iriio-ub'  ■ 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C28 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

25723 

99.8X  99. 7X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

57 

0.2X  0.3X 

T 

OTALS: 

25780 

100. OX  100. ox 

Variable:  MC29 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  161-161 

INPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C29 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

25203 

97.8%  97.9% 

«ot-deck  

577 

2.2%  2.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

, 822 

ERIC 

Variable:  MC30 

Numer  i c 

Pos: 

(3)  162-162  ”1 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C30 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25505 

98.9%  98.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

275 

1.1%  1.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC31 

Numer  i c 

Pos:  I 

[3)  163-163 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C31 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

16163 

62.7%  65.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

9617 

37.3%  34.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC32 

Numer  i c 

Pos:  (3)  164-164 

IMPUTATION  FUG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C32 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

15211 

59. OX  61 .4X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

10569 

41. OX  38.6X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX  100. OX 

Variable:  MC33A1 

Numer  i c 

Pos:  (3)  165-165 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33A1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

. 0 

25199 

97.7%  97.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

581 

2.3%  2.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC33B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  166-166 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C33B1 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER-  UGHTD 
CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25206 

97.8%  97.6% 

Regression  based  

574 

2.2%  2.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 
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Variable:  MC33C1J 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  167- 

167 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33C1_1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25187 

97.7% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

593 

2.3% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33C1_2 

Numeric 

Pos:  I 

13)  168-168 

IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C33C1  2 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25187 

97.7% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  

1 

593 

2.3% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33C1_3  Nuneric  Pos:  (3)  169-169 


IHPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C33C1  3 


PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 0 25187  97.7%  97.6% 

Regression  based 1 593  2.3%  2.4% 

TOTALS:  25780  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MC33D1  Nuneric  Pos:  (3)  170-170 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C33D1 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25178 

97.7% 

97.4% 

Regression  based  

1 

602 

2.3% 

2.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33E1_1  Nuneric  Pos:  (3)  171-171 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C33E1  1 


Variable:  MC33E1_2 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(3)  172-172 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33E1_2 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

25204 

97.8%  97.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

576 

2.2%  2.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC33E1_3 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

[3)  173-173 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33E1_3 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25204 

97.8%  97.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

576 

2.2%  2.5% 

TOTALS: 

' 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC33A2 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  174-174 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33A2 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

25196 

97.7%  97.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

584 

2.3%  2.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC33B2 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  175-175 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33B2 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

25219 

97.8%  97.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

561 

2.2%  2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC33C2J 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  176-176 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C33C2J 


RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25204 

97.8% 

97.5% 

Regression  based  

576 

2.2% 

2.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

PER-  WGHTD 


RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

25215 

97.8%  97.7% 

Regression  based  

565 

2.2%  2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

623 
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Variable:  MC33C2. 

.2 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  177- - 

177 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C33C2_2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25215 

97.8% 

97.7% 

Regression  based 

1 

565 

2.2% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33C2. 

.3 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  178-178 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33C2_3 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  .. ... 

0 

25215 

97.8% 

97.7% 

Regression  based 

1 

565 

2.2% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC33D2 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  179-179 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33D2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25185 

97.7% 

97.4% 

Regression  based  . 

1 

595 

2.3% 

2.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33E2. 

.1 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  180-180 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33E2J 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25215 

97.8% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  . 

1 

565 

2.2% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33E2. 

2 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  181-181 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33E2_2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25215 

97.8% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  . 

1 

565 

2.2% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

o 


Variable:  MC33E2_3  Muneric  Pos:  (3)  182-182 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE 

C33E2_3 

COOES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

Regression  based  .., 

TOTALS: 

0 

1 

25215 

565 

25780 

97.8% 

2.2% 

100.0% 

97.6% 

2.4% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33A3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  183-183 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C33A3 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25196 

97.7% 

97.3% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

584 

2.3% 

2.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33B3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  184-184 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C33B3 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25250 

97.9% 

97.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

530 

2.1% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33C3_1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  185-185 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C33C3_1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25244 

97.9% 

97.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

536 

2.1% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC33C3_2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  186-186 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C33C3_2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25244 

97.9% 

97.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

536 

2.1% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  HC33C3_3 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(3)  187- 

187 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33C3_3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25244 

97.9% 

97.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

536 

2.1% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC33D3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  188-' 

188 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33D3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25220 

97.8% 

97.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

560 

2.2% 

2.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33E3_1  Nuneric  Pos:  (3)  189-189 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C33E3  1 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25233 

97.9% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  

1 

547 

2.1% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33E3_2  Numeric  Pos:  (3)  190-190 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C33E3  2 


PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE  COOES  FREQ  CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 0 25233  97.9X  97.6% 

Regression  based 1 547  2.1%  2.4% 

TOTALS:  25780  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MC33E3_3 ' Numeric  Pos:  (3)  191-191 


Variable:  MC33A4 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  192- 

192 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33A4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

25196 

97.7% 

97.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

584 

2.3% 

2.7% 

— 

— 

- 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33B4 

Nuneric 

Pos:  { 

[3)  193- 

193 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33B4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25242 

97.9% 

97.7% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

538 

2.1% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33C4_1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  194-' 

194 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33C4_1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25233 

97.9% 

97.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

547 

2.1% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33C4_2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  195-195 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33C4_2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25233 

97.9% 

97.^ 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

547 

2.1% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33C4_3 

Numeric 

Pos;  (3)  196-196 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C33E3  3 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C33C4  3 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25233 

97.9% 

97.6% 

Regression  based  

547 

2.1% 

2.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25233 

97.9% 

97.7% 

Regression  based  

547 

2.1% 

2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  HC33D4 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  19‘r-197 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33DA 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25239 

97.9%  97.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

541 

2.1%  2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC33E4J 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  198-198 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33E4_1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25246 

97.9%  97.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

534 

2.1%  2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC33E4_2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  199-199 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33E4_2 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25246 

97.9%  97.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

534 

2.1%  2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC33E4_3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  200-200 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33E4_3 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25246 

97.9%  97.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

534 

2.1%  2.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC33AS 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  201-201 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33A5 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based 

TOTALS: 


o 

ERIC 


25195  97. 7X  97,3% 

585  2.3%  2.7% 

25780  100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:  MC33B5 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  202-202 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33B5 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25184 

97.7%  97.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

596 

2.3%  2.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC33C5_1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  203-203 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33C5_1 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25214 

97.8%  97.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

566 

2.2%  2.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC33C5_2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  204-204 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33C5_2 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25214 

97.8%  97.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

566 

2.2%  2.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HC33C5_3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  205-205 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33C5_3 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25214 

97.8%  97.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

566 

2.2%  2.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC33D5 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  206-206 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33D5 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25148 

97.5%  97.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

632 

2.5%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 
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Variable:  MC33E5_1 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  207- 

207 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33E5_1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25201 

97.8% 

97.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

579 

2.2% 

2.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33E5_2 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  208-: 

208 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33E5_2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25201 

97.8% 

97.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

579 

2.2% 

2.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33E5_3 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

[3)  209-209 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33E5_3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25201 

97.8% 

97.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

579 

2.2% 

2.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33A6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  210-210 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33A6 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25193 

97.7% 

97.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

587 

2.3% 

2.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33B6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  211-211 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33B6 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25261 

98.0% 

97.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

519 

2.0% 

2.2% 

TOTALS; 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

o 

BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 

Variable:  MC33C6_1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  212- 

212 

1 

1 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE  C33C6_1 
CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

^ot  imputed  

Regression  based  .. 

rOTALS: 

0 

1 

25267 

513 

25780 

98.0% 

2.0% 

100.0% 

97.8% 

2.2% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33C6_2 

Numer  i c 

Pos:  (3)  213-: 

213 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33C6_2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25267 

98.0% 

97.8% 

Regression  based  ..\ 

1 

513 

2.0% 

2.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC33C6_3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  214-214 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33C6_3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25267 

98.0% 

97.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

513 

2.0% 

2.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33D6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  215-215 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33D6 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25273 

98.0% 

97.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

507 

2.0% 

2.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33E6J 

Nimoeric 

Pos:  (3)  216-216 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C33E6_1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  i fitted 

0 

25279 

98.1% 

97.9% 

Regression  based  ••• 

501 

1.9% 

2.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

627 
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Variable:  HC33E6_2 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (3)  217-217 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C33E6_2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25279 

98. IX 

97. 9X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

501 

1.9X 

2. IX 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC33E6_3 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (3)  218-218 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C33E6_3 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25279 

98.  IX 

97. 9X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

501 

1.9X 

2. IX 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC34A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  219-219 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C34A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23912 

92. 8X 

91 .6X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1868 

7.2X 

8.4X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  HC34B 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (3)  220-220 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C34B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24003 

93. IX 

91. 9X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1777 

6.9X 

8. IX 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC34C 

Nimeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  221-221 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C34C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24007 

93.  IX 

91 .8X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1773 

6.9X 

8.2X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100. OX 

Variable:  MC34D 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (3)  222-222 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C34D 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24310 

94. 3X 

93.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1470 

5.7X 

7.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX  100. OX 

Variable:  MC34E 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (3)  223-223 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C34E 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23804 

92.3% 

91.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1976 

7.7% 

9.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC34F 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (3)  224-224 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C34F 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23407 

90.8% 

89.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2373 

9.2% 

10.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC34G 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  225-225 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C34G 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24325 

94. 4X 

93.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1455 

5.6X 

7.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC34H 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

13)  226-226 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C34H 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24480 

95. OX 

93.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1300 

5. OX 

6.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100.0% 

Nov  22,  1996 


page  27 


Variable:  MC34I 


Numeric  Pos:  (3)  227-227 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C341 


PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

24477 

94.9% 

93.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

1303 

5.1% 

6.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC34J 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  228-228 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C34J 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

23434 

90.9% 

89.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

2346 

9.1% 

10.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC34K 


Numeric  Pos:  (3)  229-229 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C34K 


RESPONSE 

CODES  FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

94.9% 

93.7% 

Regression  based  

1 1318 

5.1% 

6.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC34L 


Numeric  Pos:  (3)  230-230 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C34L 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

24371 

94.5% 

93.3% 

Regression  based  

1409 

5.5% 

6.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC35A1 


Numeric 


Pos:  (3)  231-231 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C35A1 


RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

19415 

75.3% 

71.3% 

Regression  based  

1276 

4.9% 

6.3% 

Dont  know  imputd  

3 

5089 

19.7% 

22.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

o 

ERIC 


Variable:  MC35A2 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  232- 

232 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C35A2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

21483 

83.3% 

78.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1293 

5.0% 

6.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3004 

11. n 

14.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC35A3 


Numeric 


Pos:  (3)  233-233 


□ 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C35A3 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

22315 

86.6% 

82.4% 

Regression  based  

1293 

5.0% 

6.3% 

Dont  know  imputd  

3 

2172 

8.4% 

11.2% 

— 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC35AA 


Numeric 


Pos:  (3)  234-234 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C35A4 


RESPONSE  CODES 

Not  imputed o 

Regression  based  i 

Dont  know  imputd 3 

TOTALS: 


FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

20719 

80.4% 

76.5% 

1299 

5.0% 

6.4% 

3762 

14.6% 

17.2% 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC35A5 


Numeric 


Pos;  (3)  235-235 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  C35A5 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

17632 

68.4% 

65.9% 

Regression  based  

1302 

5.1% 

6.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  

6846 

26.6% 

27.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

629 
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Variable:  MC35A6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  236-236 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C35A6 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

20892 

81.0% 

77.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1300 

5.0% 

6.4% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

3588 

13.9% 

16.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC35B1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  237-237 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C35B1 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25240 

97.9% 

97.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

540 

2.1% 

2.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC35B2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  238-238 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C35B2 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25199 

97.7% 

97.2% 

Regression  based 

1 

581 

2.3% 

2.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC35B3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  239-239 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C35B3 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25118 

97.4% 

97.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

662 

2.6% 

3.0% 

■ I II 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC35B4 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  240-240 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C35B4 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25139 

97.5% 

97.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

641 

2.5% 

2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

o 


Variable:  MC35B5 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  241-241 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C35B5 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25229 

97.9%  97.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

551 

2.1%  2.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC35B6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  242-242 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C35B6 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25161 

97.6%  97.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

619 

2.4%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC35C1 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  243-243 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C35C1 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25256 

98.0%  97.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

524 

2.0%  2.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC35C2 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  244-244 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C35C2 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25162 

97.6%  97.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

618 

2.4%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC35C3 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

:3)  245-245 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C35C3 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25034 

97.1%  96.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

746 

2.9%  3.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

630 
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Variable:  MC35C4  Numeric  Pos:  (3)  246-246 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 
RESPONSE 

VARIABLE 

C35C4 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTO 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

Regression  based  .. 

TOTALS: 

0 

1 

23032 

728 

23780 

97.2% 

2.8% 

100.0% 

96.8% 

3.2% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC33C3 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  247-247 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C35C5 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23231 

97.9% 

97.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

349 

2.1% 

2.7% 

TOTALS: 

23780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC3SC6 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  248-248 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C3SC6 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23146 

97.3% 

97.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

634 

2.3% 

2.9% 

TOTALS: 

23780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC36A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  249-249 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C36A 

PER- 

UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23026 

97.1% 

97.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

754 

2.9% 

2.^ 

TOTALS: 

23780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC36B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  230-230 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

C36B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23037 

97.1% 

97.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

743 

2.9% 

2.9% 

TOTALS; 

23780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

aiyrm  QOPY 


Variable:  HC36C 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  231-231 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C36C 

PER-  UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23039 

97.2%  97.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

721 

2.8%  2.8% 

TOTALS: 

23780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC36D 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  252-252 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C360 

PER-  UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23030 

97.2%  97.1% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

730 

2.8%  2.9% 

TOTALS: 

23780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC37AA 

Numeric 

Pos:  I 

(3)  233-233 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37AA 

PER-  UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24916 

96.6%  96.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

864 

3.4%  3.3% 

TOTALS: 

23780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC37AB 

Nimeric 

Pos:  1 

13)  254-254 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37AB 

PER-  UGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24921 

96.7%  96.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

839 

3.3%  3.4% 

TOTALS: 

23780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC37AC 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  233-233 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37AC 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24922 

96.7%  96.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

838 

3.3%  3.4% 

TOTALS: 

23780 

100.0%  100.0% 
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Variable:  HC37AO 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  256*256 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37AO 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24923 

96.7% 

96.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

857 

3.3% 

3.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC37AE 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  257-257 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37AE 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24922 

96.7% 

96.6% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

858 

3.3% 

3.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HC37AF 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  258-258 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37AF 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24912 

96.6% 

96.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

868 

3.4% 

3.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC37BA 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  259-259 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37BA 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT. 

Not  imputed 

0 

23060 

89.4% 

89.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2720 

10.6% 

10.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC37B8 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

:3)  260-260 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37BB 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23058 

89.4% 

89.1% 

Regression  based  .• 

1 

2722 

10.6% 

10.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MC37BC 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

t3)  261-261 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37BC 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23055 

89.4%  89.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2725 

10.6%  11.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC37BD 

Nuneric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  262-262 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37BD 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23062 

89.5%  89.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2718 

10.5%  10.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC37BE 

Numeric 

Pos:  I 

C3)  263-263 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37BE 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23055 

89.4%  89.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2725 

10.6%  11.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC37BF 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  264-264 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C37BF 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23060 

89.4%  89.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

2720 

10.6%  10.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MC38 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  265-265 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  C38 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23187 

89.9%  86.6% 

Hot-deck  

2 

2593 

10.1%  13.4% 

TOTALS: 


25780  100.0%  100.0% 
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Variable:  MD39A 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  266-266 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D39A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24663 

95. 7X 

94.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1117 

4.3% 

5.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD39B 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  267-267 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D39B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24484 

95.0% 

93.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1296 

5.0% 

6.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD39C 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  268-268 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D39C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24567 

95.3% 

94.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1213 

4.7% 

5.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD39D 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

13)  269-269 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D39D 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24475 

94.9% 

93.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1305 

5.1% 

6.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD39E 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  270-270 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D39E 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CO)ES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24099 

93.5% 

92.1% 

Regression  based  ..< 

1 

1681 

6.5% 

7.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

o 

ERIC 


Variable:  MD39F- 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  271-271 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D39F 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CCH)ES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

21740 

84.3% 

85.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

4040 

15. 

14. 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD40A 

Nm)eric 

Pos: 

(3)  272-272 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D40A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24353 

94.5% 

92.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1427 

5.5% 

7.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD40B 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  273-273 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D40B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE  . 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23951 

92.9% 

90.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1829 

7.1% 

9.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD40C 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

13)  274-274 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D40C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

.......  0 

22261 

86.3% 

83.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

3519 

13.7% 

16.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD40D 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

13)  275-275 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D40D 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23604 

91.6% 

88.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2176 

8.4% 

11.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

1 
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Variable:  HD40E 

Nimeric 

Pos: 

(3)  276-276 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D40E 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

20634 

80.0% 

78.7% 

Regression  based  .. 

5146 

20.0% 

21.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HD40F 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

13)  277-277 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D40F 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24335 

94.4% 

92.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1445 

5.6% 

7.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

1 Variable:  MD40G 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  278-278 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D40G 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

22854 

88.7% 

84.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2926 

11.3% 

15.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD40H 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  279-279 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D40H 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CWES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

18582 

72.1% 

70.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

7198 

27.9% 

30.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD40I 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  280-280 

Variable:  MD41A 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(3)  281-281 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D41A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23627 

91.6% 

91.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

2153 

8.4% 

8.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variabie:  MD41B 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  282-282 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D41B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24106 

93.5% 

92.8% 

Regress i on  based  . . < 

1 

1674 

6.5% 

7.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD41C 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

13)  283-283 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D41C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23422 

90.9% 

90.5% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

2358 

9.1% 

9.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD41D 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

13)  284-284 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D41D 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23608 

91.6% 

91.1% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

2172 

8.4% 

8.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD41E 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

13)  285-285 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D40I 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D41E 

PER- 

UGHTD 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25081 

97.3% 

96.5% 

Not  imputed 

0 

23886 

92.7% 

92.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

699 

2.7% 

3.5% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1894 

7.3% 

7.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MD42  Nuneric  Pos:  (35  286-286 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D42 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

25260 

98.0% 

97.7% 

Regression  based  

520 

2.0% 

2.3X 

— M 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD43A  Nimeric  Pos:  (3)  287-287 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D43A 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24889 

96.5% 

95.7% 

Regression  based  

1 

891 

3.5% 

4.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ND43B 

NLfneric 

Pos: 

(3)  288- 

288 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D43B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24590 

95.4% 

94.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1190 

4.6% 

5.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HD43C 

NLfneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  289-289 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D43C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24833 

96.3% 

95.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

947 

3.7% 

4.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD43E 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  291- 

291 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D43E 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

24845 

96.4% 

95.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

935 

3.6% 

4.5% 

— I 1 

— M 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HD43F 

Nimeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  292-292 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D43F 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

24499 

95.0% 

94.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1281 

5.0% 

5.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HD43G 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (3)  293-293 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  D43G 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

24517 

95.1% 

94.1% 

Regress i on  based  . . . 

1263 

4.9% 

5.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD43H  Nimeric  Pos:  (3)  294-294 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D43H 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

24645 

95.6% 

94.7% 

Regression  based  

1135 

4.4% 

5.3% 

—1 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD43D  Nimeric  Pos:  (3)  290-290 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  D43D 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24703 

95.8% 

94.9% 

Regression  based  

1 

1077 

4.2% 

5.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  M043I  Numeric  Pos:  (3)  295-295 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  0431 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

22841 

88.6% 

88.1% 

Regression  based  

1 

2939 

11.4% 

11.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

o 

(iEST  COPY  AVAILABLE  ' 635 


page  34 


Nov  22,  1996 


Variable:  HD43J 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  296-296 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D43J 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  iirputed 

0 

24744 

96.0% 

95.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1036 

4.0% 

4.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HD43K 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  297-297 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D43K 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

22400 

86.9% 

86.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

3380 

13.1% 

13.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HD43L 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  298-298 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D43L 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24524 

95.1% 

94.4% 

Regression  based 

1 

1256 

4.9% 

5.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD43M 

Nimeric 

Pos:  ( 

[3)  299-299 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D43M 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  ........ 

0 

24496 

95.0% 

94.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1284 

5.0% 

5.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD43N 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

13)  300-300 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D43N 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24601 

95.4% 

94.5% 

Regression  based  •• 

1 

1179 

4.6% 

5.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

o 

ERLC 


Variable:  MD44 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  301-301 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D44 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24996 

97.0% 

96.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

784 

3.0% 

3.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD45 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  302-302 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D45 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24443 

94.8% 

92.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1337 

5.2% 

7.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MD46 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  303-303 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

D46 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25161 

97.6% 

97.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

619 

2.4% 

2.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  304-304 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

E47A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23393 

90.7% 

89.3% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

2387 

9.3% 

10.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47B 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  305-305 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

E47B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  ....... 

0 

21163 

82.1% 

79.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

4617 

17.9% 

20.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 
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Variable:  HE47C 

Muneric 

Pos: 

(3)  306-306 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

E47C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23534 

91.3% 

89.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

2246 

8.7% 

10.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47D 

Nijneric 

Pos: 

(3)  307-307 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

E47D 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23561 

91.4% 

90.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

2219 

8.6% 

10.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47E 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3>  308-308 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

E47E 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23581 

91.5% 

90.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2199 

8.5% 

9.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47F 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  309-309 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

E47F 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23575 

91.4% 

90.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2205 

8.6% 

9.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47G 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  310-310 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE 

E47G 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23556 

91.4% 

89.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2224 

8.6% 

10.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47H 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  311-: 

511 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E47H 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23568 

91.4% 

90.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

2212 

8.6% 

10.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47I 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

13)  312-312 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E47I 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23560 

91 .4% 

90.0% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

2220 

8.6% 

10.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47J 

Nuneric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  313-313 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E47J 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23564 

91.4% 

90.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2216 

8.6% 

10.0% 

■■  I 

■■■■  I 

—II. 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47K 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  314-314 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E47K 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23567 

91 .4% 

90.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2213 

8.6% 

10.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47L 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  315-315 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E47L 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23560 

91.4% 

89.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2220 

8.6% 

10.1% 

TOTALS: 


25780  100.0%  100.0% 
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Variable:  ME47M 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  316-: 

316 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E47H 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23562 

91.4% 

89.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

2218 

8.6% 

10.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  ME47N 

Numeric 

Pos:  I 

C3)  317-317 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E47N 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23554 

91.4% 

89.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

2226 

8.6% 

10.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME470 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  318-318 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E470 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23574 

91.4% 

90.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2206 

8.6% 

10.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47P1 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  319-319 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E47P1 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23338 

90.5% 

88.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2442 

9.5% 

11.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47P2 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  320-320 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E47P2 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

23338 

90.5% 

88.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

2442 

9.5% 

11.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

ERIC 


Variable:  ME47P3 

Nuneric 

Pos: 

(3)  321-321 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

E47P3 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23338 

90.5%  88.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

2442 

9.5%  11.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  ME47P4 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  322-322 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

E47P4 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23338 

90.5%  88.9% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

2442 

9.5%  11.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  ME47P5 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  323-323 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

E47P5 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

23338 

90.5%  88.9% 

Regression  based  . . , 

1 

2442 

9.5%  11.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.6%  100.0% 

Variable:  ME47P6 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  324-324 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

E47P6 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23338 

90.5%  88.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2442 

9.5%  11.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  ME47P7 

Nuneric 

Pos:  (3)  325-325 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

E47P7 

PER-  UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23338 

90.5%  88.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2442 

9.5%  11.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

B.3$ 
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Variable:  ME47P8 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  326-326 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E47P8 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23338 

90.5% 

88.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

2442 

9.5% 

11.1% 

■ 1 1 

— 



TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME47P9 

Niineric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  327-327 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E47P9 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23782 

92.2% 

91.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1998 

7.8% 

8.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME48 

Niineric 

Pos:  ( 

[3)  328-328 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E48 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24763 

96.1% 

95.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1017 

3.9% 

4.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME49 

Niineric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  329-329 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E49 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

22352 

86.7% 

85.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

3428 

13.3% 

14.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  ME50 

Niineric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  330-330 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  E50 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24535 

95.2% 

94.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1245 

4.8% 

5.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF51 

Niineric 

Pos:  (3)  331-331 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F51 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25770 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

10 

0.0% 

0.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF52A 

Niineric 

Pos:  (3)  332-332 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F52A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25522 

99.0% 

99.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

258 

1.0% 

1.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF52B 

Niineric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  333-333 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F52B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25503 

98.9% 

98.9% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

277 

1.1% 

1.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF53A 

Niineric 

Pos:  1 

13)  334-334 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F53A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25692 

99.7% 

99.6% 

Hot-deck 

2 

88 

0.3% 

0.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF53AA 

Niineric 

Pos:  1 

13)  335-335 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F53AA 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25717 

99.8% 

99.7% 

Hot-deck 

2 

63 

0.2% 

0.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MF54  Numeric  Pos:  (3)  336-336 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  F54 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

UGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

25717 

99.8% 

99.7% 

Regression  based  

63 

0.2% 

0.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HF54AA 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  337-337 

IMPUTATION  FLAG 

FOR 

VARIABLE 

F54AA 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  input ed  .... 

0 

25758 

99.9% 

100.0% 

Hot- deck  

2 

22 

0.1% 

0.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

[variable:  MF55 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  338-338 

IMPUTATION  FLAG 

FOR 

VARIABLE 

F55 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  . . . . 

0 

25183 

97.7% 

97.8% 

Hot -deck  

2 

597 

2.3% 

2.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF56A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  339-339 

IMPUTATION  FLAG 

FOR 

VARIABLE 

F56A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  .... 

0 

25323 

98.2% 

98.2% 

Regression  based 

1 

457 

1.8% 

1.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF56C 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  340-340 

IMPUTATION  FLAG 

FOR 

VARIABLE 

F56C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CO)ES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  .... 

0 

25497 

98.9% 

98.9% 

Hot -deck  

2 

283 

1.1% 

1.1% 

TOTALS; 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF57A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  341- 

341 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F57A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

25632 

99.4% 

99.4% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

148 

0.6% 

0.6% 



TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF57C 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  342-342 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F57C 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

25647 

99.5% 

99.4% 

Hot-deck 

2 

133 

0.5% 

0.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF58A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  343-343 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F58A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24099 

93.5% 

92.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1681 

6.5% 

7.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:.  MF58B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  344-344 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F58B 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24053 

93.3% 

92.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1727 

6.7% 

7.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF59A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  345-345 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE 

F59A 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

24251 

94.1% 

92.6% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1529 

5.9% 

7.4% 

TOTALS; 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  MF59B 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  346-346 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F59B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  ....... 

0 

24125 

93.6% 

92.1% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1655 

6.4% 

7.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF59C 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  347-347 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F59C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

22668 

87.9% 

84.9% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

3112 

12.1% 

15.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MFS9D 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  348-348 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F59D 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23043 

89.4% 

86.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2737 

10.6% 

13.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  HF59E 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

[3)  349-349 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F59E 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23595 

91.5% 

89.1% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

2185 

8.5% 

10.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF59F 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  350-350 

Variable:  MF59G 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  351-351 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F59G 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24782 

96.1% 

94.6% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

998 

3.9% 

5.4% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF60A 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  352-352 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F60A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24181 

93.8% 

92.4% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

1599 

6.2% 

7.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF60B 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

(3)  353-353 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F60B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24061 

93.3% 

92.0% 

Regression  based  .., 

1 

1719 

6.7% 

8.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF60C 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  354-354 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

F60C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

24183 

93.8% 

92.4% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1597 

6.2% 

7.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MF60D 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  355-355 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE 

F59F 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE 

F60D 

PER- 

WGHTD 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23097 

89.6% 

87.0% 

Not  imputed  

0 

24275 

94.2% 

92.7% 

Regression  based  

1 

2683 

10.4% 

13.0% 

Regression  based  

1 

1505 

5.8% 

7.3% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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YD42  (Continued) 


erJc 


92 

7 

0.0% 

0.0% 

93 

8 

o.ox 

0.0% 

94 

4 

0.0% 

0.0% 

95 

18 

0.1% 

0.1% 

96 

3 

0.0% 

0.0% 

97 

6 

0.0% 

0.0% 

98 

4 

0.0% 

0.0% 

99 

39 

0.2% 

0.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  YD44 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  363-364 

SURVEY  VARIABLE  044  WITH 

DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

1 

17227 

66.8% 

68.9% 

2 

8553 

33.2% 

31.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  YD4S 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  365-366 

SURVEY  VARIABLE  045  WITH 

DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

1 

11535 

44.7% 

42.2% 

2 

14245 

55.3% 

57.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  YD46 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  367-368 

SURVEY  VARIABLE  D46  WITH 

DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

25 

1 

0.0% 

0.0% 

27 

1 

0.0% 

0.0% 

28 

1 

0.0% 

0.0% 

29 

1 

0.0% 

0.0% 

32 

3 

0.0% 

0.0% 

34 

2 

0.0% 

0.0% 

35 

4 

0.0% 

0.0% 

37 

1 

0.0% 

0.0% 

38 

3 

0.0% 

0.0% 

39 

3 

0.0% 

0.0% 

40 

9 

0.0% 

0.0% 

42 

2 

0.0% 

0.0% 

43 

3 

0.0% 

0.0% 

44 

2 

0.0% 

0.0% 

45 

29 

0.1% 

0.1% 

46 

6 

0.0% 

0.0% 

47 

5 

0.0% 

0.0% 

48 

13 

0.1% 

0.0% 

49 

2 

0.0% 

0.0% 

50 

194 

0.8% 

0.7% 

51 

32 

0.1% 

0.1% 

C0PYAVAILAB1 

LE 

* 52 

1 53 

65 

48 

0.3% 

0.2% 

0.2% 

,.0.2% 

YD46  (Continued) 


TOTALS: 


54 

58 

0.2% 

0.2% 

55 

829 

3.2% 

3.0% 

56 

142 

0.6% 

0.5% 

57 

202 

0.8% 

0.7% 

58 

298 

1.2% 

1.0% 

59 

270 

1.0% 

1.1% 

60 

2277 

8.8% 

8.7% 

61 

327 

1.3% 

1.2% 

62 

1471 

5.r% 

5.4% 

63 

493 

1.9% 

1.8% 

64 

464 

1.8% 

1.7% 

65 

6015 

23.3% 

22.9% 

66 

674 

2.6% 

2.6% 

67 

840 

3.3% 

3.1% 

68 

1000 

3.9% 

4.1% 

69 

702 

2.7% 

2.7% 

70 

4193 

16.3% 

16.6% 

71 

517 

2.0% 

2.0% 

72 

622 

2.4% 

2.5% 

73 

478 

1.9% 

1.7% 

74 

423 

1.6% 

1.7% 

75 

1092 

4.2% 

4.8% 

76 

206 

0.8% 

0.8% 

77 

182 

0.7% 

0.7% 

78 

168 

0.7% 

0.6% 

79 

147 

0.6% 

0.5% 

80 

408 

1.6% 

1.9% 

81 

72 

0.3% 

0.3% 

82 

70 

0.3% 

0.3% 

83 

68 

0.3% 

0.3% 

84 

45 

0.2% 

0.2% 

85 

114 

0.4% 

0.5% 

86 

31 

0.1% 

0.1% 

87 

18 

0.1% 

0.1% 

88 

24 

0.1% 

0.1% 

89 

16 

0.1% 

0.1% 

90 

109 

0.4% 

0.5% 

91 

18 

0.1% 

0.1% 

92 

15 

0.1% 

0.1% 

93 

22 

0.1% 

0.2% 

94 

16 

0.1% 

0.1% 

95 

52 

0.2% 

0.2% 

96 

11 

0.0% 

0.1% 

97 

21 

0.1% 

0.1% 

98 

21 

0.1% 

0.1% 

99 

109 

0.4% 

0.5% 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  YF58A 


Numeric 


Pos:  (3)  369-370 


SURVEY  VARIABLE  F58A  WITH 

DK  IMPUTED 

PER- 

UGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

less  than  h.s 

1 

6022 

23.4% 

21.4% 

H.S.  diploma 

2 

9095 

35.3% 

36.2% 

Some  college  

3 

3473 

13.5% 

13.4% 

Associate  degree  

4 

1150 

4.5% 

4.5% 

Bachelors  degree 

5 

3617 

14.0% 

14.7% 

Masters  degree  

6 

1687 

6.5% 

7.0% 

Phd/  professional  

7 

401 

1.6% 

1.6% 

Other  

8 

335 

1.3% 

1.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

643 
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Variable:  YF58B  Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  371-372 

SURVEY  VARIABLE  F58B  WITH  DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

less  than  h.s 

1 

6997 

27.1% 

25.4% 

H.S.  diploma  

2 

6599 

25.6% 

25.8% 

Some  college  

3 

3090 

12.0% 

11.8% 

Associate  degree  

4 

615 

2.4% 

2.3% 

Bachelors  degree  

5 

3663 

14.2% 

15.2% 

Masters  degree  

6 

1982 

7.7% 

7.8% 

Phd/  professional  

7 

2582 

10.0% 

10.8% 

Other  

8 

252 

1.0% 

0.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  YF60A  Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  373-374 

SURVEY  VARIABLE  F60A  WITH  DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Worsened  

1 

8040 

31.2% 

29.9% 

Stayed  the  same  

2 

10412 

40.4% 

41.4% 

Improved 

3 

7328 

28.4% 

28.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  YF60B  Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  375-376 

SURVEY  VARIABLE  F60B  WITH  DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Worsened  

1 

7247 

28.1% 

29.5% 

Stayed  the  same  

2 

12795 

49.6% 

48.8% 

Improved  

3 

5738 

22.3% 

21.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  YF60C  Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  377-378 

SURVEY  VARIABLE  F60C  WITH  DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Worsened  

1 

3549 

13.8% 

13.8% 

Stayed  the  same  ; 

2 

12889 

50.0% 

50.0% 

Improved  

3 

9342 

36.2% 

36.1% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  YF60D 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  379-380 

SURVEY  VARIABLE 

F60D 

WITH 

DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Worsened  

1 

5072 

19.7% 

19.8% 

Stayed  the  same 

2 

8562 

33.2% 

34.7% 

Improved  

3 

12146 

47.1% 

45.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  YF60E 

Numeric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  381-382 

SURVEY  VARIABLE 

F60E 

WITH 

DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Worsened  

1 

10711 

41.5% 

43.5% 

Stayed  the  same 

2 

9186 

35.6% 

34.8% 

Improved  

3 

5883 

22.8% 

21.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  YF60F 

Numeric 

Pos:  ( 

:3)  383-384 

SURVEY  VARIABLE 

F60F 

WITH 

DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Worsened  

' 

1 

12876 

49.9% 

49.8% 

Stayed  the  same 

2 

10407 

40.4% 

40.6% 

Inproved  

3 

2497 

9.7% 

9.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  YF60G 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  385-386 

SURVEY  VARIABLE 

F60G  WITH 

DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Worsened  

1 

4071 

15.8% 

16.2% 

Stayed  the  same 

2 

11089 

43.0% 

44.1% 

Improved  

3 

10620 

41.2% 

39.7% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 
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Variable:  YF60H  Numeric  Pos:  (3)  387*388 


SURVEY  VARIABLE  F60H 
RESPONSE 

WITH 

DK 

IMPUTED 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Worsened  

Stayed  the  same  .... 
Improved  

TOTALS: 

1 

2 

3 

3950 

14559 

7271 

25780 

15.3%  14.7% 
56.5%  56.9% 
28.2%  28.4% 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  YF60I 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  389*390 

SURVEY  VARIABLE  F60I 

WITH 

DK 

IMPUTED 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Worsened  

1 

2562 

9.9% 

9.4% 

Stayed  the  same  . . . . 

2 

14259 

55.3% 

54.0% 

Improved  

3 

8959 

34.8% 

36.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HYD42 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  391-391 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

YD42 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

17147 

66.5% 

64.7% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

520 

2.0% 

2.3% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

8113 

31.5% 

33.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  HYD44 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  392-392 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

YD44 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

18489 

71.7% 

71.5% 

Regression  based  — 

1 

784 

3.0% 

3.9% 

Dont  know  imputd  — 

3 

6507 

25.2% 

24.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MYD45  Numeric  Pos:  (3)  393-393 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

YDA5 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

15067 

58.4% 

57.0% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1337 

5.2% 

7.1% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

9376 

36.4% 

35.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MYD46 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  394-394 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

YD46 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed 

0 

16754 

65.0% 

65.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

619 

2.4% 

2.7% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

8407 

32.6% 

32.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MYF58A 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  395-395 

IMPUTAtlON  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

YF58A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23946 

92.9% 

91.8% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1681 

6.5% 

7.6% 

Dont  know  imputd  . . 

3 

153 

0.6% 

0.6% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MYF58B 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  396-396 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE 

YF58B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

23800 

92.3% 

91.2% 

Regression  based  .. 

1 

1727 

6.7% 

7.9% 

Dont  know  imputd  .. 

3 

253 

1.0% 

0.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

G45 
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Variable:  MYF60A 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  397-397 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  YF60A 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

COOES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

20672 

80.2% 

77.5% 

Regression  based  .. 

1599 

6.2% 

7.6% 

Dont  knoM  imputd  •. 

3 

3509 

13.6% 

14.9% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MYF60B 

Ntineric 

Pos:  (3)  398-398 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  YF60B 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

19046 

73.9% 

70.8% 

Regression  based  ... 

1719 

6.7% 

8.0% 

Dont  knoM  imputd  ... 

3 

5015 

19.5% 

21.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MYF60C 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  399-399 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  YF60C 

PER- 

WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

20111 

78.0% 

76.2% 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1597 

6.2% 

7.6% 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

4072 

15.8% 

16.2% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MYF60D 

Numeric 

Pos:  (3)  400-400 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  YF600 


PER-  WGHTO 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

22128 

85.8% 

82.8% 

Regression  based  

1505 

5.8% 

7.3% 

Dont  knoM  imputd  

3 

2147 

8.3% 

9.9% 

TOTALS:  25780  100. OX  100. OX 


Variable:  MYF60E 

Numeric 

Pos: 

(3)  401-401 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  YF60E 

PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

16685 

64. 7X  61. OX 

Regression  based  .. 

1649 

6.4X  8. OX 

Dont  know  imputd  . . 

3 

7446 

28. 9X  31. OX 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX  100. OX 

Variable:  MYF60F 

Nuneric 

Pos:  1 

C3)  402-402 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  YF60F 

PER-  WGHTD 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

20196 

78.3%  73.3% 

Regression  based  ... 

1622 

6.3%  7.9% 

Dont  knoM  imputd  ... 

3 

3962 

15.4%  18.8% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:  MYF60G 

Niineric 

Pos:  (3)  403-403 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR 

VARIABLE  YF60G 

PER-  WGHTO 

RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

CENT  PCT 

Not  imputed  

21547 

83. 6X  79. 7X 

Regression  based  ... 

1 

1015 

3.9X  4.7X 

Dont  know  imputd  ... 

3 

3218 

12. 5X  15. 6X 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100. OX  100. OX 

Variable:  MYF60H 

Nimeric 

Pos:  (3)  404-404 

IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  YF60H 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

21636 

83.9% 

80.8% 

Regression  based  

1 

1497 

5.8% 

7.2% 

Dont  know  imputd  

3 

2647 

10.3% 

12.0% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:  MYF60I 


Numeric 


Pos:  (3)  405*405 


IMPUTATION  FLAG  FOR  VARIABLE  YF60I 


RESPONSE 

CODES 

FREQ 

PER- 

CENT 

WGHTD 

PCT 

Not  imputed  

0 

16732 

64.9% 

63.9% 

Regression  based  

1415 

5.5% 

5.6% 

Dont  know  imputd  

3 

7633 

29.6% 

30.5% 

TOTALS: 

25780 

100.0%  100.0% 
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Executive  Summary 


Exploratory  research  with  the  NSOPF-88  datasets  and  the  original  1993  NSOPF  weighted  faculty  and 
institution  datasets  indicated  several  trends  that  contradicted  expectations:  (1)  a shortfall  in  the  estimated 
number  of  part-time  faculty  compared  to  the  estimate  from  the  NSOPF-88  datasets;  (2)  a decline  of  37.3 
percent  of  health  sciences  faculty  from  1987;  and  (3)  a substantial  gap  in  total  faculty  estimates  between 
the  NSOPF-93  list  (sampling  frame)  and  faculty  counts  reported  by  administrators  on  the  institution 
questionnaire.  An  investigation  of  these  findings  began  in  December  1995. 

Scope  of  the  investigation.  The  investigation  consisted  of  four  parts:  (1)  a comparison  of  institutions 
that  fell  into  both  NSOPF  samples;  (2)  an  analysis  of  discrepancies  between  three  sets  of  NSOPF-93 
faculty  estimates:  the  list  enumerations  the  institution  supplied  for  sampling  purposes,  hereafter  referred 
to  as  LIST;  those  reported  on  the  institution  questionnaire  (hereafter  referred  to  as  the  QUEX);  and  those 
provided  by  NCES's  Integrated  Postsecondary  Education  Data  System  (hereafter  referred  to  as  IPEDS); 
(3)  a data  retrieval,  verification,  and  reconciliation  effort  involving  the  recontact  of  509  of  the  817 
NSOPF-93  participating  institutions;  (4)  an  independent  review  of  the  sampling,  weighting,  and 
imputation  procedures  used  for  the  NSOPF-93. 


Comparison  of  1987  and  1992  samples.  One  hundred  eighty-five  institutions,  representing  43.6  percent 
of  the  institutions  responding  to  the  1 987  institution  questionnaire  ( 1 85/424  respondents)  and  2 1 .2 
percent  of  the  institutions  responding  to  the  1 992  institution  questionnaire  ( 1 85/872),  provided  complete 
data  in  each  survey.  A comparison  of  these  1 85  institutions  showed  that  part-time  faculty  increased  over 
the  five-year  span  by  16.7  percent.  In  the  49  institutions  which  operated  medical  schools  or  hospitals, 
the  number  of  faculty  in  all  employment  status  categories  increased  between  1987  and  1992.  Although 
the  findings  of  this  subset  of  schools  are  not  generalizable  to  all  schools  in  the  sample,  these  trends 
contradicted  the  findings  based  on  the  full  NSOPF-93  sample. 

Discrepancy  and  trends  analysis.  To  identify  systematic  sources  of  discrepancies  in  faculty  estimates 
between  LIST  and  QUEX  data  sources,  the  analysis  compared  discrepancies  between  different  types  of 
institutions.  The  investigation  found  that  LIST  estimates  tended  to  exceed  QUEX  estimates  in  large 
institutions,  in  institutions  with  medical  components,  and  in  private  schools.  QUEX  estimates  tended  to 
be  higher  in  smaller  institutions,  in  institutions  without  medical  components,  and  in  public  schools. 
Institutions  supplied  much  higher  QUEX  estimates  for  part-time  faculty  than  LIST  estimates.  Faculty 
lists  submitted  early  in  the  list  collection  process  showed  little  difference  in  the  magnitude  of 
QUEX/LIST  discrepancies  than  faculty  lists  submitted  later  in  the  process.  The  only  statistically 
significant  discrepancy  was  noted  in  smaller  institutions,  where  the  institution  questionnaire  faculty 
count  exceeded  the  count  supplied  on  the  faculty  sampling  list. 

Retrieval,  verification  and  reconciliation.  In  January  and  February  1 996,  a retrieval,  verification,  and 
reconciliation  effort  was  undertaken.  It  involved  recontacting  509  institutions,  including  450  institutions 
whose  reported  total  faculty  estimate  on  the  QUEX  differed  from  the  estimate  supplied  on  the 
institution's  LIST  by  10  percent  or  more,  and  an  additional  59  institutions  NCES  designated  as  operating 
rnedical  schools  or  hospitals.  All  institutions  employing  health  sciences  faculty  («=120)  participating  in 
either  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  survey  or  the  NSOPF-93  institution  survey  were  selected  into  the  recontact 
sample.  NORC  staff  received  responses  from  492  (96.6  percent)  of  the  509  institutions.  Institution 
respondents  identified  the  QUEX  as  being  more  accurate  in  280  instances  (56.9  percent),  and  the  LIST  as 
being  more  accurate  for  122  (24.8  percent).  Fifty-six  institutions  (1 1.4  percent)  confirmed  neither 
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estimate  and  provided  a new  estimate,  and  5 (1  percent)  of  the  schools  chose  IPEDS  as  the  most  accurate 
estimate.  An  additional  29  institutions  (5.9  percent)  could  not  verify  any  particular  estimate  and 
therefore  the  original  LIST  estimate  was  retained. 

Review  of  sampling,  weighting  and  imputation.  An  independent  review  found  no  errors  in  the 
sampling,  weighting  or  imputation  procedures  used  in  NSOPF-93  for  the  original  faculty  dataset.  In  fact, 
faculty  employment  status  (part-time/full-time)  and  primary  area  of  teaching  (i.e.,  where  “health 
sciences”  is  designated)  were  imputed  so  rarely  that  no  significant  bias  could  have  resulted.  However, 
this  review  found  a major  cause  for  the  shortfall  in  part-time  faculty  numbers:  nonresponse.  The 
reviewer  was  unfortunately  limited  in  his  examination  of  the  health  sciences  faculty  numbers  because 
primary  teaching  area  was  not  recorded  for  nonresponding. faculty. 

Recommendations.  Several  statistical  adjustments  to  remedy  existing  problems  in  NSOPF-93  estimates 
were  implemented.  The  first  of  these  was  the  recalculation  of  the  nonresponse  weighting  adjustment  to 
correct  for  the  known  deficiency  in  the  estimate  of  part-time  faculty.  Nonresponse  adjustment  did  not, 
however,  address  the  gap  in  faculty  estimates  between  the  QUEX  and  LIST  totals.  To  remedy  this 
problem,  a poststratification  adjustment  using  the  “best  estimate”  identified  during  the  retrieval, 
verification,  and  reconciliation  effort  was  implemented.  Several  recommendations  on  survey  design  are 
proposed  for  field-testing  in  the  next  round  of  NSOPF. 
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Chapter  I.  Background  and  Scope  of  the  Problem 

In  exploratory  research  using  the  original  NSOPF-93  faculty  dataset,  the  NSOPF  staff  at  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  and  its  subcontractor,  the  Pelavin  Research  Institute,  produced  faculty 
estimates  that  diverged  from  expectations,  in  some  cases  significantly.  Gaps  appeared  between  the  total 
number  of  faculty  recorded  on  the  faculty  list  (or  sampling  frame)  and  numbers  of  faculty  institution 
administrators  reported  on  the  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire.  Discrepancies  were  also  apparent  in 
the  estimates  of  faculty  in  the  health  sciences — although  they  appeared  across  other  faculty  disciplines  as 
well — and  in  estimates  of  part-time  faculty. 

In  the  health  sciences,  population  estimates  of  the  total  number  of  faculty  showed  a decline  of  48,095  (or 
37.3  percent)  from  estimates  produced  forNSOPF-88.  These  changes  are  displayed  in  Exhibit  1-1, 
which  compares  totals  for  the  nine  health  sciences  disciplines.  These  observations  may  have  indicated  a 
possible  problem  in  the  1987-88  NSOPF  dataset.  The  difficulty  of  obtaining  and  rechecking  sampling 
and  weighting  data  files  prepared  for  the  1987  survey  prevented  further  exploration  of  that  dataset.  A 
check  with  the  Association  of  American  Medical  Colleges  and  other  health  sciences  professional 
organizations  cast  doubt  on  the  accuracy  of  the  NSOPF-93  data.  Data  from  these  external  sources 
suggested  that  the  health  sciences  faculties  had  not  declined  sharply  between  1987  and  1992.  While  the 
AAMC  definitions  of  faculty  do  not  match  NSOPF  definitions  exactly,  the  1994  AAMC  Data  Book 
reported  that  paid  faculty  (both  full-time  and  part-time)  in  pre-clinical  and  clinical  sciences  in  U.S. 
medical  schools  increased  from  75,156  in  1987-88  to  94,641  in  1992-93.  While  the  possibility  of  a 
problem  in  NSOPF-88  cannot  be  ruled  out,  the  fact  that  external  sources  did  not  verify  a substantial 
decline  in  health  sciences  faculty  populations  between  1987  and  1992  suggested  that  it  was  more  prudent 
to  focus  the  investigation  on  the  original  NSOPF-93  dataset. 

Exhibit  1-2  compares  weighted  national  faculty  population  estimates  from  two  NSOPF-93  sources.  It 
illustrates  the  weighted  faculty  estimates  provided  by  institutions  that  supplied  only  a faculty  sampling 
list(w=57),  institutions  which  completed  only  the  institution  questionnaire  (w=l  12)  and  institutions 
which  supplied  both  a faculty  sampling  list  and  an  institution  questionnaire  (w=760).  Weights  in  the 
original  faculty  dataset  summed  to  899,765.  This  compared  to  a faculty  population  estimate  of 
1,035,055  derived  from  the  institution  questionnaire. 

This  discrepancy  is  well  illustrated  in  the  comparison  between  the  760  institutions  for  which  both 
faculty-level  data  and  institution-level  data  were  available.  For  these  institutions,  weights  in  the  original 
faculty  dataset  summed  to  820,716.  This  number  fell  short  of  the  total  number  of  faculty  reported  on  the 
institution  questionnaire  by  106,855.  Part-time  faculty  accounted  for  the  bulk  of  this  shortfall  (83,408  or 
78  percent  of  the  total  shortfall).  Since  different  sources  were  involved  (i.e.  faculty  lists  and  institution 
questionnaires),  it  was  reasonable  to  assume  that  the  estimates  would  be  different.  However, 
discrepancies  of  these  magnitudes  were  a reason  for  concern. 

Both  of  these  findings  seemed  counterintuitive,  proceeding  in  the  opposite  direction  of  NCES's 
expectations.  Some  statistical  and  anecdotal  evidence  on  higher  education  for  the  period  in  question 
(1987  to  1992)  predicted  an  increase,  rather  than  a decrease,  in  part-time  faculty. 

Tables  1 to  3 in  the  Attachment  to  this  report  illustrate  changes  in  faculty  totals  between  1987  and  1992 
reported  in  three  different  databases:  the  NSOPF  institution  survey,  the  NSOPF  faculty  survey  and  the 
National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  Integrated  Postsecondary  Data  System  (IPEDS).  Several  trends 
are  apparent  in  these  tables:  1)  that  NSOPF-88  and  the  original  NSOPF-93  survey  reported  higher  totals 
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for  faculty  on  the  institution  survey  than  on  the  faculty  survey,  and  that  faculty  population  estimates 
from  both  NSOPF-93  surveys  exceeded  those  reported  in  the  1993  IPEDS;  2)  that  the  original  faculty 
dataset  for  NSOPF-93  indicated  a full-time/part-time  faculty  breakdown  of  instructional  faculty  of  66.9 
percent  (full-time)  to  33.1  percent  (part-time),  compared  with  the  57.6  percent  (full-time)  to  42.4  percent 
(part-time)  breakdown  for  instructional  faculty  reported  on  the  NSOPF-93  institutional  questionnaire; 
and  3)  that  IPEDS  and  the  NSOPF-93  institution  survey  recorded  a growth  in  the  percentage  of  part-time 
faculty  between  1987  and  1992,  while  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  survey  showed  virtually  no  change  in  the 
distribution  of  full-time  and  part-time  faculty. 
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' Exhibit  1-2.  Comparison  of  NSOPF-93  facuity  counts 


TOTAL  FACULTY 

n 

Sum  of  original 
faculty  weights 
1/7  = 817) 

Weighted  inst.  quex 
count 
1/7  = 872) 

Difference 
(total  & pet.) 
(LIST-QUEX)/LIST 

TOTAL 

899,765 

1,035,055 

-135,290 

(-15.0%) 

List,  No  Quex 

57 

79,048 

— 

- 

List  & Quex 

760 

820,716 

927,571 

-106,855 

(-13.0%) 

Quex,  No  list 

112 

-* 

107,483 

- 

TOTAL  FULL-TIME 
FACULTY 

n 

Sum  of  original 
faculty  weights 
(/7  = 817) 

Weighted  inst. 
quex  count 
(/7  = 872) 

Difference 
(total  & pet.) 
{UST'QUEX)/LIST 

TOTAL 

595,340 

615,191 

-19,852 

(-3.3%) 

List,  No  Quex 

57 

61,530 

— 

— 

List  & Quex 

760 

533,810 

557,257 

-23,447 

(-4.4%) 

Quex,  No  list 

112 

- 

57,935 

- 

TOTAL  PART- 
TiME  FACULTY 

n 

Sum  of  original 
faculty  weights 
(/7  = 817) 

Weighted  Inst, 
quex  count 
(/7  = 872) 

Difference 
(total  & pet.) 
(LISTQUEX)/LIST 

TOTAL 

304,426 

419,864 

-115,438 

(-37.9%) 

List,  No  Quex 

57 

17,519 

— 

List  & Quex 

760 

286,907 

370,315 

-83,408 

(-29.1%) 

Quex,  No  list 

112 

- 

49,549 

- 
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LI  Comparing  NSOPF-93  with'  NSOPF-88  Faculty  Estimates 

To  take  a closer  look  at  trends  in  faculty  estimates,  institution  questionnaire  data  for  full-time  and  part- 
time  faculty  reported  from  institutions  which  participated  in  the  NSOPF-88  and  the  NSOPF-93 
institution  survey  .was  compared.  One  hundred  ninety-seven  institutions,  representing  46.5  percent  of  the 
institutions  responding  to  the  1987  questionnaire  (197/424  respondents)  and  22.6  percent  of  the 
institutions  responding  to  the  1992  questionnaire  (197/872),  appeared  in  both  surveys.  Only  institutions 
that  provided  complete  data  for  total,  full-time  and  part-time  faculty  for  both  1987  and  1992 
questionnaires  were  included  in  the  comparisons.  For  this  reason,  no  more  than  185  of  the  197 
institutions  could  be  compared.  In  addition,  because  of  the  special  concern  with  the  enumeration  of 
health  sciences  faculty,  the  trends  in  faculty  data  were  compared  for  institutions  NCES  designated  as 
including  a medical  center  or  hospital.  Forty-nine  institutions  so  designated  supplied  complete  data  in 
both  years.  Totals  for  the  numbers  of  faculty  reported  on  1987  and  1992  “matched”  institution 
questionnaires  are  presented  in  Exhibits  1-3  and  1-4. 


Exhibit  1-3.  Data  for  institutions  participating  in  IMSOPF-88  and  MSOPF-93 


Totals 

reported 

fMumber  of  matched 
institutions 

1987 

1992 

Percent  change, 
1987-92 
( standard  error  ) 

Full-time  faculty 

185 

110,495 

113,104 

2.4 
( 2.9  ) 

Part-time  faculty 

185 

49,493 

57,764 

16.7 

(9.5) 

Total  faculty 

185 

159,988 

170,868 

6.8* 

( 2.9  ) 

^Significant  at  .05.  Standard  errors,  assume  simple  random  sampling. 


Exhibit  1-4.  Data  for  MSOPF  Medical  Schools  and  Hospitals  Only 


Totals 

reported 

Number  of  matched 
institutions 

1987 

1992 

Percent  change, 
1987-92 

( standard  error  ) . 

Full-time  faculty 

49 

60,575 

61,389 

1.3 
( 5.1  ) 

Part-time  faculty 

49 

20,441 

23,757 

16.2 
( 20.3  ) 

Total  faculty 

49 

81,016 

85,146 

5.1 

( 4.6  ) 
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This  analysis  provided  two  important  pieces  of  information.  First,  the  trends  suggested  run  counter  to 
the  trends  in  the  weighted  data  based  on  the  original  faculty  lists.  That  is,  more  full-time  and  part-time 
faculty  were  reported  in  1992  than  in  1987  for  this  limited  subset  of  institutions.  The  comparison  of 
matched  institutions  also  confirmed  expectations  that  totals  for  medical  faculty  did  not  decline  from 
1987  to  1992,  and  that  part-time  faculty  in  both  the  medical  and  non-medical  sectors  showed  noticeable 
increases.  In  fact,  as  the  tables  above  show,  trends  in  the  subset  of  NSOPF  institutions  with  hospitals  and 
medical  schools  were  virtually  identical  to  the  trends  noted  in  the  sample  of  NSOPF  institutions  which 
participated  in  both  NSOPF-88  and  NSOPF-93. 

Exhibits  1-5  to  1-7,  which  divide  the  institutions  into  their  institutional  strata,  demonstrate  which  types 
of  institutions  contributed  disproportionately  to  the  increase  in  full-time  and  part-time  faculty.  For 
instance,  the  public  two-year  institutions  that  appeared  in  the  1987  and  1992  surveys  showed  sizable  and 
statistically  significant  increases  in  part-time  faculty,  with  the  number  of  part-time  faculty  increasing  38 
percent  and  the  total  number  of  faculty  increasing  28  percent.  Public  research  institutions  also  showed  a 
large  (52.8  percent),  although  not  statistically  significant,  increase  in  the  number  of  part-time  faculty 
employed  between  1987  and  1992.  Private  doctoral  institutions  which  completed  institution 
questionnaires  in  both  NSOPF  rounds  were  the  only  type  of  institution  to  show  declines  in  both  full-time 
and  part-time  faculty  from  1987  to  1992.  However,  as  there  are  only  12  of  these  institutions  in  the  entire 
subset  of  institutions,  it  is  inadvisable  to  draw  any  conclusions  about  the  statistical  significance  of  this 
change. 


Exhibit  1-5.  Changes  in  matched  institutions,  1987  to  1992 
TOTAL  FACULTY  (unweighted  data) 


Stratum 

n 

1987 

faculty  count 

1992 

faculty  count 

Mean  percent 
change 

( standard  error  ) 

Public  research 

32 

56,466 

59,965 

6.2 
( 4.2  ) 

Private  research 

13 

24,602 

25,404 

3.3 

( 10.9  ) 

Public  doctoral 

36 

29,023 

32,518 

12.0* 
( 4.4  ) 

Private  doctoral 

12 

9,566 

7,879 

-17.6* 
( 7.1  ) 

Public  comprehensive 

30 

17,518 

17,767 

1.4 
( 7.4) 

Private  comprehensive 

12 

5,135 

4,806 

-6.4 
( 9.3  ) 

Private  liberal  arts 

6 

920 

1,183 

28.6* 

( 14.7  ) 

Public  two-year 

35 

14,838 

18,920 

27.5 
( 10.5  ) 

Other 

9 

1,920 

2,426 

26.4 
( 31.7  ) 

* Significant  at  .05.  Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 
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Exhibit  1-6.  Changes  in  matched  institutions,  1987  to  1992 
FULL-TIME  FACULTY  (unweighted  data) 


Stratum 

n 

1987 

faculty  count 

1992 

faculty  count 

Mean  percent 
change 

( standard  error  ) 

Public  research 

32 

47,462 

46,203 

-2.7 
( 5.9  ) 

Private  research 

13 

13,930 

15,632 

12.2* 
( 3.7  ) 

Public  doctoral 

36 

22,300 

24,595 

10.3* 
( 3.4  ) 

Private  doctoral 

12 

5,058 

4,353 

-13.9 
( 11.9  ) 

Public  comprehensive 

30 

11,841 

11,673 

-1.4 
( 4.7  ) 

Private  comprehensive 

12 

2,470 

2,530 

2.4 
( 8.1  ) 

Private  liberal  arts 

6 

720 

849 

17.9 
( 10.3  ) 

Public  two-year 

35 

5,520 

6,032 

9.3 
( 6.4  ) 

Other 

9 

1,194 

1,237 

3.6 
1 7.7  ) 

*Significant  at  .05.  Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 
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Exhibit  1>7.  Changes  in  matched  institutions,  1987  to  1992 
PART-TIME  FACULTY  (unweighted  data) 


Stratum 

n 

1987 

faculty  count 

1992 

faculty  count 

Mean  percent 
change 

( standard  error ) 

Public  research 

32 

9,004 

13,762 

52.8 
( 34.4  ) 

Private  research 

13 

10,672 

9,772 

-8.4 
( 22.0  ) 

Public  doctoral 

36 

6,723 

7,923 

17.8 

( 11.6  ) . 

Private  doctoral 

12 

4,508 

3,526 

-21.8* 
■ ( 7.8  ) 

Public  comprehensive 

30 

5,677 

6,094 

7.3 

(16.8) 

Private  comprehensive 

12 

2,665 

2,276 

-14.6 
( 16.3  ) 

Private  liberal  arts 

6 

200 

334 

67.0* 

( 30.7  ) 

Public  two-year 

35 

9,318 

12,888- 

38.3*. 
( 14.6  ) 

Other 

9 

726 

1,189 

63.8 
( 76.7  ) 

*Significant  at  .05.  Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 


L2  NSOPF-93  Procedures  and  Discrepancies 

ForNSOPF-93,  the  discrepancies  might  have  indicated  problems  in  the  way  sampled  institutions 
enumerated  their  faculty  during  the  October  1992-July  1993  list  collection.  During  list  collection,  the 
faculty  enumerations  reported  on  lists  from  each  participating  institution  were  checked  against  1991-92 
IPEDS  data  for  the  same  institution.  In  general,  the  faculty  lists  enumerated  more  faculty  members  than 
IPEDS,  a factor  which  is  illustrated  in  Exhibit  1-8.  Moreover,  paired  t-tests  comparing  list  and  IPEDS 
counts  (not  shown)  for  total  faculty  and  for  significant  subgroups  of  faculty  (e.g.  men  and  women,  white 
and  non-white  faculty)  indicated  that  the  faculty  sampling  lists  consistently  accounted  for  a higher 
number  of  faculty  than  IPEDS.  This  pattern  was  expected  and  also  occurred  in  NSOPF-88.  The 
definition  of  faculty  for  NSOPF-93  was  broader  and  more  inclusive  than  the  IPEDS  definition  and 
therefore,  should  have  included  a larger  number  of  faculty.  Exhibit  1 -9  presents  a comparison  of  the 
NSOPF  and  IPEDS  definitions. 
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Exhibit  1-8.  NSOPF  counts  of  total  faculty  (unweighted)  by  source  and  year 


(Faculty  list/IPEDS)  comparison 

Matched  observations  of  faculty 
counts 

LIST 

232,618 
(a7  = 410) 

490,935 
(a7  = 718) 

IPEDS 

231,376 
(a7  = 410) 

419,903 
(a7  = 718) 

(Institution  questionnaire/list)  comparison 

Questionnaire 

236,121 
(a7  = 410) 

495,235 
(/7  = 760) 

LIST 

232,618 
(a7  = 410) 

477,692 
(/7  = 760) 

(Institution  questionnaire/IPEDS)  comparison 

Questionnaire 

236,121 
(/7  = 410) 

484,611 
(,7  = 746) 

IPEDS 

231,376 
(/7  = 410) 

405,636 
1/7  = 746) 
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Exhibit  1-9.  Definitions  of  faculty  used  in  NSOPF-93  and  IPEDS 


National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  Faculty  Universe 
(NSOPF-93) 

NCES  Integrated  Postsecondary  Education  Data  System 
(IPEDS) 

Unlike  NSOPF*88,  which  was  limited  to  faculty  whose 
regular  assignment  included  instruction,  the  faculty 
universe  for  NSOPF*93  was  expanded  to  include  anyone 
who  was  designated  as  faculty,  whether  or  not  their 
responsibilities  included  instruction,  as  well  as  other  (non* 
faculty)  personnel  with  instructional  responsibilities.  Under 
this  definition,  researchers  and  administrators  and  other 
institutional  staff  who  hold  faculty  positions,  but  who  do 
not  instruct,  would  be  included  in  the  sample.  Instructional 
staff  without  faculty  status  would  also  be  in  the  sample, 
but  teaching  assistants  would  not  be  included. 

Eligibility  criteria  for  faculty.  The  eligible  universe  of 
postsecondary  faculty  was  defined  as  individuals  who 
were: 

• full*  and  part*time  personnel  whose  regular 
assignment  includes  instruction 

• full*  and  part-time  faculty  whose  regular 
assignment  includes  only  research 

• permanent  and  temporary  personnel  who  have 
any  instructional  duties,  including  those  who 
have  adjunct,  acting,  or  visiting  status 

• faculty  and  instructional  personnel  on  sabbatical 
leave 

• administrators  who  have  faculty  status 
Excluded  from  the  NSOPF*93  universe  of  faculty  were: 

• faculty  and  other  personnel  with  instructional 
duties  outside  the  U.S.  (but  not  faculty  or 
sabbatical  leave) 

• temporary  replacements  for  faculty  and  other 
instructional  personnel 

• faculty  and  other  instructional  and  non* 
instructional  personnel  on  leave  without  pay 

• graduate  teaching  assistants 

• military  personnel  who  teach  only  ROTC  courses 

• instructional  personnel  supplied  by  independent 
contractors 

Faculty  eligibility  criteria.  The  eligible  universe  of 
postsecondary  faculty  was  defined  as  those  members  of 
the  Instruction/Research  staff  who  are  reported  on  the 
IPEDS  Fall  Staff  Survey.  The  following  excerpt  from  the 
Fall  Staff  Survey  Summary  (OERI  Form  27)  describes 
eligible  faculty: 

. . all  persons  whose  specific  assignments  customarily 
are  made  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  instruction, 
research,  or  public  service  as  a principal  activity  (or 
activities)  and  who  hold  academic-rank  titles  of  professor, 
associate  professor,  assistant  professor,  instructor, 
lecturer,  or  the  equivalent  of  any  of  these  academic  ranks. 
If  their  principal  activity  is  instructional,  report  in  this 
category  deans,  directors,  or  the  equivalent,  as  well  as. 
associate  deans,  assistant  deans,  and  executive  officers  of 
academic  departments  (chairpersons,  heads,  or  the 
equivalent).  Do  not  include  student  teachers  or  research 
assistants  . . .** 
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The  time  gap  between  list  collection  and  questionnaire  completion  for  NSOPF-93  also  appeared  likely  to 
introduce  additional  variability  in  reporting  faculty  enumerations.  Lists  were  submitted  between  October 
1992  and  July  1993,  and  the  institution  survey  was  conducted  between  September  1993  and  May  1994. 
The  NSOPF-93  data  collection  therefore  encompassed  a 20-month  period.  For  NSOPF-88,  the  data 
collection  period  extended  from  December  1987  to  October  1988  (10  months).  Though  Exhibit  1-8 
shows  that  faculty  counts  were  higher  on  the  questionnaire  than  on  the  list  for  both  NSOPF  years,  the 
diifference  was  much  greater  than  anticipated  for  NSOPF-93. 

Institutional  Coordinators — individuals  designated  by  each  institution  to  supply  lists  of  faculty  for 
sampling  purposes — may  have  neglected  to  include  medical  school  and  part-time  faculty  on  their 
institutions’  lists.  This  seemed  a plausible  explanation  as  anecdotal  evidence  suggested  that  several 
major  institutions  had  “spun  off’  medical  centers  and  hospitals  from  their  main  campuses.  In  addition, 
the  often-tenuous  institutional  status  of  part-time  faculty  members  at  most  institutions  suggested  a 
greater  likelihood  that  institution  reports  of  part-time  faculty  might,  for  various  reasons,  be  incomplete 
even  after  these  estimates  were  verified  against  the  previous  year’s  IPEDS  estimates  for  NSOPF-93. 
Those  completing  the  institution  questionnaires — fewer  than  one-half  (385/872  or  44.2  percent)  of  whom 
were  the  same  individuals  who  oversaw  preparation  of  their  institution's  faculty  list — may  have 
inadvertently  omitted  part-timers  and  medical  or  hospital-affiliated  faculty  in  reporting  their  faculty 
enumerations  on  the  institution  questionnaire. 


ERIC 
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Chapter  II.  Discrepancy  and  Trend  Analysis 

The  investigation  of  original  NSOPF-93  dataset  consisted  of  three  parts:  (1)  an  analysis  of  discrepancies 
between  three  sets  of  estimates:  the  faculty  list  enumerations  the  institution  supplied  for  sampling 
purposes  (hereafter  referred  to  as  LIST);  faculty  estimates  reported  on  the  institution  questionnaire 
(hereafter  referred  to  as  QUEX);  and  NCES's  Integrated  Postsecondary  Education  Data  System 
(hereafter  referred  to  as  IPEDS);  (2)  a data  retrieval,  verification,  and  reconciliation  effort  involving  the 
recontact  of  NSOPF-93  participating  institutions  with  LIST/QUEX  discrepancies  of  10  percent  or  more 
and  all  participating  institutions  with  a medical  school  or  hospital;  and  (3)  a review  of  the  sampling, 
weighting,  and  imputation  procedures  used  for  the  1992-93  NSOPF.  This  chapter  reports  on  the 
discrepancies.  Chapter  3 reports  on  reconciliation  and  verification  effort,  and  Chapter  4 reports  on  the 
review  of  sampling,  weighting  and  imputation  procedures. 

Of  a target  sample  of  974  postsecondary  institutions,  962  (99  percent)  were  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the 
NSOPF-93  sample.  Of  the  962  eligible  institutions,  817  (85  percent)  institutions  agreed  to  participate  in 
the  NSOPF-93  full-scale  study.  “Participation”  was  defined  as  providing  an  enumeration  of  faculty  that 
could  be  used  for  sampling  purposes.  A total  of  872  (91  percent)  of  the  962  eligible  institutions 
responded  by  completing  an  institution  questionnaire.  Thus,  the  509  institutions  recontacted  for  the 
retrieval  and  reconciliation  effort  represented  62.3  percent  of  the  817  participating  institutions  and  58.4 
percent  of  872  institutions  that  completed  an  institution  questionnaire. 

2.1  Discrepancy  Analysis 

Discrepancies  in  faculty  estimates  from  the  three  sources  (LIST,  QUEX,  and  IPEDS)  were  inevitable, 
owing  to  the  varying  definitions  used  and  the  different  data  systems  postsecondary  institutions  maintain 
to  account  for  faculty.  To  identify  systematic  patterns  of  discrepancies  in  faculty  estimates  between 
institution  questionnaire  data  and  other  data  sources,  a number  of  institutional  characteristics  were 
considered.  These  were:  size  (smaller  or  larger  than  the  median),  control  (public  or  private),  type  (two- 
year  versus  four-year),  and  stratum.  Medical  and  non-medical  institutions  were  also  compared. 

Institution  Size.  Institutions  were  divided  into  “small”  and  “large”  at  the  median  faculty  count  for 
institutions  in  each  of  the  three  comparison  sets.  For  the  LIST/IPEDS  comparison,  institutions  were 
divided  at  the  median  IPEDS  faculty  count  of  352.  For  the  QUEX/LIST  comparison,  institutions  were 
divided  at  the  median  LIST  count  of  363  faculty  members.  And  for  the  QUEX/IPEDS  comparison, 
institutions  were  divided  at  the  median  IPEDS  faculty  count  of  321  faculty  members.  Paired  t-tests 
comparing  mean  discrepancies  and  mean  percent  discrepancies  are  reported  in  Exhibits  2-1  and  2-2. 

The  significant  differences  found  in  five  of  the  six  LIST/IPEDS  comparisons  underscore  a point  made 
earlier:  that  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  list,  which  used  a more  expansive  definition  of  faculty  members  than 
the  IPEDS  dataset,  consistently  accounted  for  a greater  number  of  faculty  members  than  IPEDS.  In  the 
QUEX/LIST  comparison,  the  only  significant  difference  noted  occurred  in  smaller  institutions,  where  the 
NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  consistently  enumerated  an  average  of  68  faculty  members  more 
than  the  faculty  list.  Expressed  in  percentage  terms,  institution  questionnaire  faculty  counts  tended  to 
report  an  average  of  39  percent  more  faculty  members  than  did  the  sampling  lists  these  institutions 
submitted.  For  the  most  part,  the  QUEX/IPEDS  comparison  mirrors  the  LIST/IPEDS  comparison.  This 
reflects  the  general  pattern  of  observations:  QUEX  faculty  counts  tend  to  exceed  LIST  faculty  counts, 
which,  in  turn,  tend  to  exceed  IPEDS  faculty  counts.  The  difference  in  definitions  of  faculty  members 
used  in  both  QUEX  and  LIST  and  the  definition  used  in  IPEDS  reinforces  this  pattern. 
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Type  and  Control.  In  general,  it  was  found  that  institution  type  (two-year  or  four-year)  and  institution 
control  (public  or  private)  were  not  significant  factors  in  explaining  discrepancies  in  faculty  counts 
between  the  original  faculty  list  and  theNSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire. 


Exhibit  2<1.  Discrepancies  by  institution  characteristics:  size,  type  and  control 
Mean  differences  (matched  pairs) 


Comparison 

LIST  - IPEDS 

QUEX  - LIST 

QUEX-IPEDS 

Institution  characteristic 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

SIZE 

Small 

360 

59.7* 

(8.2) 

382 

68.3* 

(12.1) 

374 

77.0* 

(8.8) 

Large 

358 

138.4* 

(42.0) 

378 

-22.6 

(31.3) 

372 

134,9* 

(39.2) 

CONTROL 

Public 

500 

101.8* 

(17.4) 

529 

38.2 

(22.4) 

520 

130.9* 

(18.6) 

Private 

218 

92.4 

(58.2) 

231 

-11.5 

(20.7) 

226 

48.2 

(50.4) 

TYPE 

Two-year 

225 

62.2* 

(18.7) 

267 

40.9 

(23.2) 

250 

100.0* 

(24.4) 

Four-year 

493 

115.7* 

(29.9) 

493 

13.4 

(22.7) 

496 

108.8* 

(27.5) 

•Significant  at  .05. 

** Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 
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Exhibit  2>2.  Discrepancies  by  institution  characteristics:  Size,  type  and  control 
Percent  Differences  (Paired  t-tests) 


Comparison 

LIST  - IPEDS 

QUEX  - LIST 

QUEX  - IPEDS 

Institution  characteristic 

n 

Percent 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

n 

Percent 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

n 

Percent 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

SIZE 

Small 

360 

34.6* 

(4.8) 

382 

38.8* 

(6.9) 

374 

47.4* 

(5.6) 

Large 

358 

13.8* 

(4.5) 

378 

-2.1 

(2.9) 

389 

14.5* 

(4.6) 

CONTROL 

Public 

500 

16.2* 

(2.9) 

529 

5.6 

(3.4) 

520 

22.2* 

(3.3) 

Private 

218 

18.9 

(13.2) 

231 

-2.3 

(4.0) 

226 

10.9 

(12.5) 

TYPE 

Two-year 

225 

17.3* 

(5.6) 

267 

9.7 

(5.8) 

250 

28.5* 

(7.6) 

Four-year 

493 

16.8* 

(4.7) 

493 

1.8 

(3.1) 

475 

17.0* 

(4.7) 

•Significant  at  .05. 

** Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 


o 
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Stratum.  Discrepancies  also  appeared  in  strata  used  to  categorize  institutions  in  NSOPF-88  and 
NSOPF-93,  as  Exhibits  2-3  and  2-4  illustrate.  The  stratum  variable  used  here  is  the  modified  Carnegie 
stratum  variable  available  on  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  and  institution  data  files.  As  in  Exhibits  2-1 
and  2-2,  the  LIST/IPEDS  and  QUEX/IPEDS  discrepancies  show  similar  patterns.  However,  differences 
between  faculty  counts  reported  on  the  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  and  the  original  faculty  list 
do  not  appear  to  be  significantly  different  from  zero.  In  fact,  when  viewed  in  percentage  terms, 
LIST/QUEX  discrepancies  are  quite  small  (smaller  than  10  percent)  in  most  strata. 


Exhibit  2~3.  Mean  differences  (matched  pairs)  in  faculty  counts, 
by  stratum  (modified  Carnegie) 


Comparison 

LIST  - IPEDS 

QUEX  - LIST 

QUEX  - IPEDS 

Stratum 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)*® 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

Public  research 

63 

251.1* 

(97.4) 

56 

45.9 

(146.4) 

57 

322.2* 

(109.4) 

Private  research 

28 

193.5 

(425.9) 

26 

-71.2 

(85.9) 

25 

-115.7 

(447.2) 

Public  doctoral 

73 

148.0* 

(51.9) 

69 

27.1 

(66.9) 

72 

144.6* 

(31.3) 

Private  doctoral 

44 

255.8* 

(102.0) 

48 

-66.3 

(79.1) 

41 

172.4* 

(49.5) 

Public  comprehensive 

132 

73.0* 

(16.1) 

133 

16.9 

(24.4) 

134  . 

82.8* 

(18.6) 

Private  comprehensive 

63 

27.2 

(15.5) 

62 

35.2 

(28.3) 

65 

75.8* 

(27.6) 

Private  liberal  arts 

55 

22.8* 

(7.0) 

58 

-8.3 

(5.5) 

60 

13.4* 

(6.4) 

Public  two-year 

225 

64.5* 

(18.7) 

263 

42.1 

(23.6) 

250 

102.7* 

(24.5) 

Other 

35 

17.6* 

(5.9) 

45 

69.6 

(45.9) 

42 

84.0 

(49.6) 

o 

ERIC 
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Significant  at  .05. 

^Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 
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Exhibit  2-4.  Percent  differences  in  faculty  counts  (matched  pairs), 
by  stratum  (modified  Carnegie) 


Comparison 

LIST 

- IPEDS 

QUEX  - LIST 

QU 

EX  - IPEDS 

Stratum 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

Public  research 

63 

13.3* 

(5.3) 

56 

2.2 

(6.9) 

57 

17.3* 

(5.9) 

Private  research 

28 

10.6 

(24.6) 

26 

-3.8 

(4.4) 

25 

-6.3 

(22.5) 

Public  doctoral 

73 

19.6* 

(6.9) 

69 

3.1 

(7.7) 

72 

19.4* 

(4.8) 

Private  doctoral 

44 

46.7* 

(19.0) 

48 

-8.9 

(9.6) 

41 

32.3* 

(9.7) 

Public  comprehensive 

132 

16.8* 

(4.0) 

133 

3.4 

(5.0) 

134 

19.4* 

(4.8) 

Private  comprehensive 

63 

8.0 

(4.7) 

62 

10.0 

(8.2) 

65 

24.8* 

(9.6) 

Private  liberal  arts 

55 

18.2* 

(6.1) 

58 

-5.9 

(3.7) 

60 

10.4* 

(5.2) 

Public  two-year 

225 

17.9* 

(5.6) 

263 

9.7 

(5.7) 

250 

29.1* 

(7.6) 

Other 

35 

14.8* 

(5.3) 

45 

66.0 

(43.4) 

42 

69.5 

(41.8) 

*Significant  at  .05. 

** Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 
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Full-time  versus  part-time.  Exhibits  2-5  and  2-6  present  paired  t-tests  for  discrepancies  between  counts 
of  part-time  and  full-time  faculty  provided  by  all  institutions.  The  comparisons  presented  here  include 
only  those  institutions  which  provided  complete  data  for  faculty  counts  of  either  part-time  or  full-time 
faculty  members  in  each  of  the  comparison  sets.  Patterns  of  discrepancies  observed  in  these  tables  are 
similar  to  those  observed  in  other  exhibits.  IPEDS  consistently  provides  the  lowest  faculty  counts. 
Original  faculty  lists  appear  to  enumerate  fewer  faculty  members  than  institution  questionnaires,  but  the 
discrepancies  in  these  QUEX/LIST  comparisons  are  not  statistically  significant. 


Exhibit  2-5,  Paired  t-tests:  List,  IPEDS  and  questionnaire  data 
jyiean  differences  (full-time  and  part-time  faculty),  paired  t-tests 


Comparison 

(LIST  - IPEDS) 

(QUEX  - LIST) 

(QUEX -IPEDS) 

Analysis/subgroup 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

n 

Mean 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

Part-time 

602 

48.3* 

(21.4) 

681 

8.5 

(11.5) 

688 

43.7* 

(16.9) 

Full-time 

647 

44.5* 

(8.6) 

684 

17.5 

(11.4) 

746 

51.2* 

(9.0) 

•Significant  at  .05. 

••Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 


Exhibit  2-6.  Paired  t-tests:  List,  IPEDS  and  questionnaire  data 
__Mean^ercent  differences  (full-time  and  part-time  faculty) 


Comparison 

(LIST  - IPEDS) 

(QUEX  - LIST) 

(QUEX  - IPEDS) 

Analysis/subgroup 

n 

Percent 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

n 

Percent 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

n 

Percent 

difference 

(standard 

error)** 

Part-time 

602 

24.2* 

(12.2) 

681 

3.7 

(5.1) 

688 

22.4* 

(10.1) 

Full-time 

647 

11.1* 

(2.2) 

684 

4.4 

(2.9) 

746 

14.1* 

(2.5) 

•Significant  at  .05. 

••Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 


Date  of  list  collection.  It  was  speculated  that  the  lists  received  early  in  the  list  collection  process  were 
of  higher  quality.  Institutions  that  submitted  faculty  lists  earlier  in  the  list  collection  process  may  have 
possessed  better  record-keeping  systems  than  those  that  submitted  lists  later  and  therefore  would  have 
shown  smaller  discrepancies.  The  t-test  displayed  in  Exhibit  2-7  challenges  this  view.  While  it  is  true 
that  a closer  correspondence  between  the  LIST  and  QUEX  counts  can  be  observed  in  the  earliest  months 
of  list  collection,  no  discrepancy  (either  mean  difference  or  mean  percent  difference)  throughout  the  list 
collection  process  reached  statistical  significance  when  compared  to  the  null  hypothesis  of  no 
discrepancy. 
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Exhibit  2-7.  Month-by-month  discrepancies,  QUEX  - LIST  comparison 


Comparison 

n 

Mean 

Mean  percent 

difference 

difference 

(standard  error)** 

(standard  error)** 

November  1992 

235 

15.0 

2.2 

(21.6) 

(3.2) 

December  1 992 

113 

-36.4 

-5.0 

(50.1) 

(6.6) 

January  1993 

54 

97.7 

13.8 

(100.7) 

(14.2) 

February  1993 

95 

-8.7 

-1.5 

(32.4) 

(5.3) 

March  1993 

11 

43.2 

8.5 

(25.5) 

(5.1) 

April  1 993 

97 

63.5 

14.7 

(49.6) 

(11.7) 

May  1993 

42 

135.3 

26.3 

(84.4) 

(17.5) 

June  1 993 

42 

-45.3 

-5.5 

(122.6) 

(14.0) 

July  1993 

5 

83.2 

8.1 

(160.1) 

(16.9) 

* Significance  at  .05  percent,  based  on  paired  sample  t-tests. 

* * Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 


Medical  versus  non-medical  institutions.  The  analysis  found  significant  differences  in  the  pattern  of 
discrepancy  between  institutions  IPEDS  designated  as  “medical”  and  non-medical,  as  well  as  institutions 
IPEDS  identified  as  hospital-related  and  non-hospital  related.  Exhibit  2-8  illustrates  these  patterns, 
concentrating  on  discrepancies  between  faculty  lists  and  institution  questionnaires.  The  findings 
considered  in  this  exhibit  reflect  only  discrepancies  observed  in  institutions  that  responded  to  the 
NSOPF-93  institution  or  faculty  survey.  This  sample  of  institutions  does  not  coincide  with  the 
institutions  characterized  as  “medical”  on  the  NSOPF-93  institution  frame.  Therefore,  while  suggestive 
of  general  trends,  the  analysis  is  not  meant  to  characterize  the  population  of  all  medical-  or  hospital- 
related  institutions  in  the  U.S. 

The  analysis  confounded  expectations.  It  was  anticipated  that  faculty  counts  on  faculty  sampling  lists 
would  be  significantly  lower  than  faculty  counts  reported  on  institution  questionnaires  for  institutions 
that  included  a medical  center  or  hospital.  Instead,  significant  QUEX/LIST  discrepancies  were  more 
likely  to  be  found  in  non-medical  institutions.  A major  part  of  this  pattern  of  discrepancy  appears  to 
result  from  the  under-enumeration  of  faculty  on  the  faculty  sampling  lists  (or  conversely,  the 
overcounting  of  faculty  on  the  institution  questionnaire).  Judging  by  the  negative  signs  appearing  on  the 
mean  and  percent  discrepancies  for  medical-  and  hospital-related  institutions  (i.e.  indicating  that  faculty 
counts  provided  on  lists  tended  to  be,  on  average,  greater  than  faculty  counts  supplied  on  institution 
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questionnaires),  problems  in  estimates  of  health  sciences  faculty  do  not  appear  to  stem  from  the 
exclusion  of  large  numbers  of  medical  faculty  from  the  faculty  sampling  lists. 


Exhibit  2>8.  Mean  difference  and  percent  differences  in  faculty  counts  (matched  pairs) 
Institutions  with  medical  and  hospital  faculty 


Medical  vs.  non-medical  institutions 

Mean  differences 

Mean  percent  differences 

(QUEX-LIST) 

(QUEX-LIST/LIST) 

Total  faculty 

Total  faculty 

institution  type 

N 

Mean  (SE) 

N 

Mean  (SE) 

Medical 

100 

-22.9 

100 

-1.3 

(102.0) 

(5.7) 

Non-medical 

660 

30.1* 

660 

6.6* 

(11.7) 

(2.7) 

Hospital  vs.  non-hospital  institutions 

Mean  differences 

Mean  percent  differences 

(QUEX-LIST) 

(QUEX-LIST/LIST) 

Total  faculty 

Total  faculty 

Institution  type 

N 

Mean  (SE) 

N 

Mean  (SE) 

Hospital 

55 

-153.3 

55 

-8.3 

(160.5) 

(8.3) 

Non-hospital 

705 

36.8* 

705 

6.9* 

(13.1) 

(2.5) 

•Significant  at  .05. 

••Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 


The  discrepancy  analysis  suggested  that  institution  size  was  the  most  important  predictor  of  a significant 
discrepancy  between  faculty  counts  recorded  on  the  institution  questionnaire  and  faculty  counts  recorded 
on  the  faculty  sampling  list.  Smaller  institutions  showed  significantly  higher  counts  of  faculty  on  the 
institution  questionnaire  as  compared  to  the  faculty  sampling  list. 

2.2  Trend  Analysis:  1987  and  1992 

Discrepancies  between  faculty  lists  and  institution  questionnaires  occurred  in  1987  as  well  as  in  1992. 
Mean  discrepancies  between  and  among  the  sources  has  not  only  persisted  over  time,  but  appear,  in  some 
cases,  to  have  grown  between  1987  and  1992.  These  discrepancies  have  persisted  even  though  the 
criteria  for  defining  faculty  were  expanded  in  1992  to  be  more  inclusive  rather  than  exclusive. 

Exhibit  2-9  presents  results  of  two-sample  t-tests  that  measure  the  differences  in  discrepancies  between 
1987  and  1992. 
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Exhibit  2>9.  Comparison  of  1987  and  1992  discrepancies 
TwO’Sampie  t-tests* 


Statistic 

Year 

n 

Mean 

Standard 

T“test 

error** 

p value* 

LIST  - IPEDS 

1987 

410 

3.0 

17.3 

p>  .05 

Mean  discrepancy 

1992 

718 

98.9 

21.2 

QUEX  - LIST 

1987 

410 

8.5 

16.2 

p>  .05 

Mean  discrepancy 

1992 

760 

23.1 

16.8 

QUEX  - IPEDS 

1987 

410 

11.6 

14.7 

p>.05 

Mean  discrepancy 

1992 

746 

105.9 

20.0 

(L-D/l  (%) 

1987 

410 

14.1 

3.8 

p>.05 

Mean  percent  discrepancy 

1992 

718 

16.9 

3.9 

(Q-D/L  (%) 

1987 

410 

11.4 

3.2 

p>.05 

Mean  percent  discrepancy 

1992 

760 

3.7 

2.7 

(Q-D/l  (%) 

1987 

410 

15.8 

3.6 

p>  .05 

Mean  percent  discrepancy 

1992 

746 

19.5 

4.1 

* Incorporates  Satterthwaite  correction  for  inequality  of  variances. 
**  Standard  errors  assume  simple  random  sampling. 


The  widening  discrepancy  between  faculty  sampling  lists  and  IPEDS  suggests  that  NSOPF-93's  more 
inclusive  faculty  definition  served  the  purpose  of  increasing  the  number  of  faculty  enumerated  when 
compared  with  NSOPF-88.  If  mean  percent  discrepancies  are  compared  between  1987  and  1992,  the 
discrepancy  between  faculty  counts  derived  from  sampling  lists  and  from  institution  questionnaires 
appears  to  have  declined  significantly.  From  this  point  of  view,  NSOPF-93  represented  a significant 
improvement  over  NSOPF-88.  Despite  this,  the  analysis  in  this  chapter  demonstrated  that  discrepancies 
in  the  1992  data  were  still  too  large  to  provide  reliable  population  estimates.  For  this  reason,  a 
recontacting  and  verification  effort  was  necessary.  Chapter  3 details  that  effort. 
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Chapter  III.  Retrieval,  Verification,  and  Reconciliation 

This  chapter  discusses  the  effort  to  recontact  NSOPF-93  participating  institutions  that  1)  had 
QUEX/LIST  discrepancies  of  1 0 percent  or  more  in  their  faculty  estimates;  and  2)  were  designated  by 
NCES  as  including  medical  schools  or  hospitals.  The  recontact  effort’s  objective  was  to  determine 
which  set  of  faculty  estimates  was  correct  (QUEX,  LIST  or,  in  some  instances,  a third  set  of  estimates), 
and  to  determine  the  reasons  for  the  original  reporting  discrepancies. 

3.1  Identifying  Institutions  for  Retrieval  and  Reconciliation 

Discrepancies  of  10  percent  or  more  between  faculty  counts  derived  from  the  institution-provided 
sampling  list  of  faculty  (LIST)  and  the  faculty  counts  provided  in  the  institution  questionnaire  (QUEX) 
were  identified  and  sorted  according  to  the  magnitude  of  the  discrepancy.  Faculty  lists  furnished  counts 
for  total  faculty,  full-time  faculty,  and  part-time  faculty.  The  institution  questionnaire  reported  separate 
counts  of  each  of  four  types  of  faculty  in  the  institution:  full-time  instructional  faculty,  full-time 
noninstructional  faculty,  part-time  instructional  faculty,  and  part-time  noninstructional  faculty.  For  the 
discrepancy  analysis,  institution  questionnaire  (i.e.,  QUEX)  counts  for  full-time  and  part-time  faculty 
were  derived  by  adding  together  instructional  and  non-instructional  faculty  for  each  type  of  faculty 
employment  status  (i.e.,  full-time,  part-time).  Then  total  faculty  counts  were  derived  by  adding  together 
QUEX  counts  for  full-time  and  part-time  faculty. 

Of  the  760  (“matched”)  institutions  which  provided  both  a completed  institution  questionnaire  and  a list 
of  faculty,  450  (59  percent)  showed  a discrepancy  of  10  percent  or  more  between  the  questionnaire  and 
the  list.  All  120  institutions  (of  the  817  participating  institutions)  designated  by  NCES  as  affiliated  with 
hospitals  or  medical  centers  were  included  in  the  recontacting  effort.  Of  these  institutions,  61  were 
included  in  the  set  of  institutions  with  discrepancies  of  10  percent  or  more.  Therefore,  the  sample  of 
institutions  selected  for  recontact  totaled  509,  which  included  59  institutions  employing  health  sciences 
faculty  which  had  less  than  a 10  percent  discrepancy.  These  509  represented  62.3  percent  of  the  817 
institutions  whose  faculty  members  participated  in  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  survey. 

3.2  Review  of  Hard  Copy  Lists 

Hard  copy  lists  and  other  documentation  were  reviewed  to  validate  new  information  supplied  by 
institutions,  to  assist  institutions  in  resolving  discrepancies,  or  whenever  evidence  suggested  a data  entry 
or  list  processing  error  that  could  be  corrected  by  a review  of  the  hard  copy  documents. 

Lists  of  faculty  and  accompanying  documentation  supplied  by  institutions  NCES  identified  as  having 
medical  centers  and  hospitals  were  reviewed  to  check  for  the  presence  of  eligible  teaching,  research,  and 
clinical  health  sciences  faculty  in  the  relevant  specialties.  If  the  inclusion  of  health  sciences  faculty 
could  not  be  determined,  this  issue  was  reviewed  with  the  institution’s  staff. 
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3.3  Telephone  Follow-up  for  Retrieval  and  Reconciliation 

Five  telephone  interviewers  were  trained  to  recontact  institutions  to  retrieve  accurate  estimates  for  full- 
and  part-time  faculty,  and  to  determine  the  reason(s)  for  the  discrepancy  between  the  list  and 
questionnaire  data. 

Training  included  both  a general  project  overview  and  a briefing  on  the  problems  encountered  in  the 
original  data  collection  effort  for  the  list  and  institution  questionnaire.  Because  the  institution 
questionnaire  respondent  was  the  most  recent  contact  with  the  institution,  interviewers  were  instructed  to 
begin  their  follow-up  with  him  or  her.  If  necessary,  interviewers  also  contacted  the  Institutional 
Coordinator  (the  institution-assigned  person  who  oversaw  production  of  the  faculty  list,  if  a different 
person  from  the  institution  questionnaire  respondent),  staff  in  human  resources  or  personnel,  the  director 
of  institutional  research,  or  other  contacts  suggested  by  informants  or  listed  among  documents  as 
assisting  in  the  preparation  of  the  list  and/or  questionnaire. 

A “Discrepancy  Analysis  Summary”  (See  Exhibit  3-1)  was  produced  for  each  institution  targeted  for 
follow-up  and  reconciliation.  This  summary  provided  the  following  information  for  each  institution: 

• the  name  and  UNITID  of  each  institution; 

• the  total  percentage  of  the  discrepancy;  and 

• totals  of  full-  and  part-time  faculty  for  both  the  list  and  the  questionnaire. 

The  form  also  provided  a place  for  interviewers  to  correct  list  and/or  questionnaire  estimates  according 
to  information  provided  by  each  institution  and/or  to  code  which  set  of  figures  was  more  accurate,  or  to 
insert  a new  set  of  estimates.  A set  of  codes  was  provided  for  the  most  common  reasons  for 
discrepancies;  a space  was  also  provided  for  further  comments  or  explanations.  Three  additional  codes 
were  added  to  the  codes  listed  on  the  Discrepancy  Analysis  Summary  form  during  the  field  period:  Code 
12  (“layoffs/downsizing”  between  list  and  questionnaire).  Code  35  (non-teaching,  non-faculty  included 
in  LIST  or  QUEX),  and  Code  62  (full-time  equivalents  [FTEs]  used  instead  of  headcount  on 
questionnaire).  Contacts  (by  fax  and  E-mail,  as  well  as  telephone)  were  recorded  on  a separate  Record  of 
Calls  (see  Exhibit  3-2). 

Additional  information  useful  in  assessing  the  list  and  questionnaire  data  (e.g.,  the  dates  the  list  and 
questionnaire  were  completed),  as  well  as  hard  copy  list  documentation  was  provided. 

The  field  period  for  this  reconciliation  effort  extended  from  January  3,  1996  through  early  March,  1996. 
An  earlier  start  was  precluded  because  most  institutions  were  closed  for  the  Christmas  holidays. 
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EXHIBIT  3-1 

Discrepancy  Analysis  Summary 

QPCT  = 34.294 

Name  of  Institution:  MIDWESTERN  UNIVERSITY 
UNITID:  100000 

Main  Telephone: 

List  data:  ft  Quex  data:  ft  241 

pt  1 pt  225 

total  347  total  466 


Discrepancy  resolved  by: 

Most  accurate  data  is  found  in  (circle  one):  list  quex  neither 

Correction  to  list: total_ ft pt 

Correction  to  quex: total ft pt 

Discrepancy  is  the  result  of: 

10  different  academic  base  years  for  list/quex 

1 1 different  terms  (quarters/semesters)used  for  list/quex 

20  all  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  list 

21  all  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  quex 

22  some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  list 

23  some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  quex 

24  some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  list  (explain) 

25  some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  quex  (explain) 

30  larger  figure  (quex)  is  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

31  larger  figure  (list)  is  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

32  medical  school  excluded  from  list 

33  medical  school  excluded  from  quex/considered  separate  institution 

34  unpaid  faculty/honorary  faculty  excluded  from  list  or  quex 

40  data  entry  error  by  NORC  (quex) 

41  data  entry  error  by  NORC  (list) 

50  data  entry  error  by  institution  (explain) 

60  differing  definitions  of  ft  faculty  used  for  list/quex 

61  differing  definitions  of  pt  faculty  used  for  list/quex 

70  Other  (explain) 

71  Refusal/no  explanation 

Comments/Explanations: 
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EXHIBIT  3-2 

1/96  4552  NSOPF>93  Record  of  Calls 

Name  of  institution 

Main  phone 

Institution  Coordinator . Phone 

Questionnaire  Respondent 

Phone 

Other  Contacts: 

Institutional  Research  

Phone 

Personnel ; 

Phone 

Payroll 

Phone 

Other 

Phone 

Comments/Explanations: 


Outcomes: 

01  pending 

02  pending  (fax  or  emaillFax  tt 

email  address 

03  Discrepancy  resolved 

04  Refusal/no  information  availabje/supervispr  review 


Record  of  contacts 


Date/Time 

Name/Title  of  contact 

Comments  (callbacks,  appts.) 

Outcome 

Initials 
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3.4  Results  of  the  Retrieval  and  Reconciliation  Effort 

Of  the  817  institutions  which  submitted  faculty  lists,  509  institutions  were  selected  for  recontact.  The 
recontact  effort  netted  responses  from  492  (96.7  percent)  of  the  509  institutions.  Institution  respondents 
identified  the  QUEX  as  being  more  accurate  in  280  instances  (56.9  percent),  and  the  LIST  as  being  more 
accurate  for  122  (24.8  percent).  Fifty-six  institutions  (1 1.4  percent)  confirmed  neither  estimate  and 
supplied  new  data,  and  5 (1  percent)  of  the  schools  chose  IPEDS  as  the  most  accurate  estimate.  An 
additional  29  institutions  (5.9  percent)  could  not  verify  any  particular  estimate  and  therefore  accepted  the 
original  LIST  estimate  was  retained.  Exhibit  3-3  displays  these  sources  of  verified  data. 


Exhibit  3-3.  Sources  for  verified  estimates  from  reconciliation  effort  (n  = 492) 


Source  for  verified  estimate 

Number  of  institutions 

Percentage  of  responses 

QUEX  correct 

280 

56.9 

LIST  correct 

122 

24.8 

Neither  LIST  nor  QUEX  correct,  new  data 
provided 

56 

11.4 

Institution  unable  to  choose,  LIST  estimate 
accepted 

29 

5.9 

Other  source  (i.e.,  IPEDS)  correct 

5 

1.0 

When  contacted,  institution  respondents  were  asked  to  provide  an  explanation  for  discrepancies  between 
faculty  list  counts  and  institution  questionnaire  counts.  Institutions  were  allowed  to  offer  as  many  as 
three  explanations  for  the  discrepancies  between  their  LIST  and  QUEX  estimates.  Three-hundred  and 
seventy-four  (374)  institution  respondents  provided  at  least  one  explanation  for  discrepancies  in  faculty 
enumerations.  Exhibit  3-4  details  these  responses.  The  second,  third  and  fourth  columns  in  the  table 
give  frequency  breakdowns  for  the  first,  second  and  third  reasons  institutions  offered  for  discrepancies. 
While  the  first,  second  and  third  reasons  likely  reflect  the  most  important,  the  second  most  important  and 
the  least  important  explanation  institutions  gave  for  discrepancies,  institutions  were  not  asked  explicitly 
to  prioritize  the  explanations.  The  final  column  in  Exhibit  3-4  reports  frequencies  for  all  explanations 
offered  for  all  institutions  which  were  able  to  provide  an  explanation  for  their  discrepancies.  This 
column  of  “valid”  responses  excludes  refusals  and  “no  explanation”  responses. 

The  most  common  reason  offered  for  discrepancies  was  the  exclusion  of  some  full-  or  part-time  faculty, 
rather  than  the  erroneous  inclusion  of  non-instructional  staff  without  faculty  status,  honorary/unpaid 
faculty,  or  other  categories  of  ineligible  staff.  One  hundred  and  eighty  institutions  (38.8  percent  of  all 
valid  responses)  gave  this  explanation  as  a reason  for  the  discrepancies.  Another  factor  in  the 
discrepancies  was  the  time  interval  (in  some  instances  a year  or  more)  between  the  time  the  list  of  faculty 
was  compiled  and  the  time  the  institution  questionnaire  was  completed.  For  example,  the  list  did  not 
always  include  new  hires  for  the  fall  term.  Downsizing  affected  faculty  counts  at  several  institutions, 
and  this  was  reflected  in  the  discrepancies  between  list  and  questionnaire  data.  It  is  also  worth  noting 
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that  about  159  of  reconciled  institutions  refused  or  were  unable  to  provide  a specific  reason  for  the 
discrepancies. 


Exhibit  3-4.  Explanations  institutions  gave  for  discrepancies  between  LIST  and  QUEX 

{unweighted  frequencies) 


EXPLANATION 

1st 

reason 
cited 
{percent) 
{n  = 492) 

2nd 
reason 
cited 
{percent) 
{n  = 492) 

3rd 

reason 

cited 

{percent) 

{n«492) 

Total 
reasons 
{all  valid 
answers) 
{percent) 
{n  = 464) 

Different  academic  base  years  for  LIST  & QUEX 

1.6 

- 

- 

1.7 

Different  academic  terms  used  for  LIST  & QUEX 

10.8 

- 

- 

11.4 

Layoffs  or  downsizing 

1.6 

0.2 

- 

1.9 

All  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

4.3 

0.2 

- 

4.7 

All  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

1.6 

- 

- 

1.7 

Some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

19.3 

1.8 

- 

22.4 

Some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

4.7 

1.8 

- 

6.9 

Some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

2.4 

12.2 

0.8 

16.4 

Some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

0.8 

2.2 

3.2 

Higher  QUEX  figure  is  an  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

3.3 

- 

3,4 

Higher  LIST  figure  is  an  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

1.2 

0,2 

1.5 

Medical  school  excluded  from  LIST 

0.4 

0.2 

0.6 

Medical  school  excluded  from  QUEX 

0.6 

0.8 

1.5 

Unpaid/Honorary  faculty  excluded 

1.2 

- 

1.3 

.Ineligible  faculty  included  in  error 

4.7 

0.4 

5.4 

Data  entry  error  by  institution 

2.0 

0.4 

2.6 

Different  definitions  of  full-time  faculty  used 

2.2 

0.8 

0.6 

3,9 

Different  definitions  of  part-time  faculty  used 

1.6 

1.8 

0.6 

4.3 

PTEs  used  instead  of  headcount 

.6 

- 

- 

0.6 

Other 

2.6 

1.2 

0.2 

4.3 

Refusal/no  explanation/no  answer 

32.3 

75.6 

97.8 

- 
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When  institutions  provided  a different  set  of  faculty  counts  from  either  the  original  faculty  list  or  from 
the  institution  questionnaire,  their  reasons  varied  widely.  Some  institutions  provided  a third  set  of 
numbers  most  often  when  they  recognized  their  previous  LIST  or  QUEX  numbers  contained  obvious 
errors  (e.g.  including  non-faculty  staff).  Nevertheless,  most  institutions  that  supplied  a new  set  of 
estimates  could  not  supply  a specific  reason  for  rejecting  the  previous  set  of  counts  in  favor  of  the  new 
set. 

The  retrieval  and  verification  effort  also  confirmed  that  a small  number  of  institutions  excluded  medical 
school  faculty  from  their  lists  of  faculty.  In  these  cases,  institutions  considered  their  medical  schools  as 
separate  from  their  main  campuses.  This  resulted  in  sizable  discrepancies  at  two  major  institutions, 
which  included  medical  school  faculty  in  one  set  of  counts,  but  not  in  the  other. 

The  reconciliation  effort  uncovered  an  unanticipated  explanation  for  discrepancies.  Some  institutions 
provided  “full-time  equivalents”  (FTEs)  on  the  institution  questionnaire  rather  than  the  actual  headcount 
of  part-time  faculty.  While  this  phenomenon  was  observed  at  only  three  institutions,  this  may  highlight  a 
general  institutional  bias  towards  underreporting  part-time  faculty  members  both  on  the  QUEX  and  the 
LIST.  Because  the  number  of  part-time  instructional  faculty  an  institution  employs  is  a sensitive  issue  at 
some  campuses,  some  institutions  may  prefer  to  report  FTEs  rather  than  individuals  employed. 

In  some  instances,  however,  where  part-time  faculty  were  overreported  (on  either  the  list  or  the 
questionnaire)  the  reason  involved  confusion  between  the  pool  of  part-time  or  temporary  staff  employed 
by  or  available  to  the  institution  during  the  course  of  the  academic  year,  and  the  number  actually 
employed  during  the  fall  semester  (some  may  not  have  worked  at  the  institution  for  years).  Another 
source  of  faculty  overreporting  (particularly  at  medical  institutions)  was  an  inability  to  distinguish 
honorary/unpaid  part-time  faculty  from  paid  faculty  and  teaching  staff. 

3.5  Results  of  Reconciliation  at  Institutions  Employing  Health  Sciences  Faculty 

The  recontact  effort  included  120  institutions  operating  medical  schools  or  hospitals.  Exhibit  3-5  reports 
sources  of  verified  data  for  those  institutions.  Exhibit  3-6  shows  reasons  these  institutions  cited  for 
discrepancies  between  their  institution  questionnaires  and  their  original  faculty  lists. 


Exhibit  3-5.  Sources  for  verified  estimates  from  the  reconciliation  effort 
for  institutions  employing  health  sciences  faculty 


Source  for  verified  estimate 

Percentage  of  responses 

QUEX  correct 

45.7 

LIST  correct 

31.9 

Neither  LIST  nor  QUEX  correct,  new  data  provided 

6.9 

Institution  unable  to  choose,  LlST<  estimate  accepted 

12.1 

Other  source  (i.e.,  IPEDS)  correct 

3.4 

29 


, \ I' 
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As  shown  in  Exhibit  3-6,  the  most  common  explanation  for  discrepancies  between  counts  on  faculty  lists 
and  institution  questionnaires  for  institutions  with  health  sciences  faculty  was  the  exclusion  of  some  part- 
time  or  full-time  faculty  from  the  list.  This  explanation  accounted  for  nearly  30  percent  of  all  explained 
discrepancies.  Generally,  institutions  were  more  likely  to  exclude  eligible  faculty  than  to  include 
ineligible  faculty. 

Some  special  problems  appeared  when  data  were  collected  from  institutions  with  health  sciences  faculty. 
Medical  schools  are  more  likely  to  have  complicated  payrolls  than  other  institutions  and  often  do  not 
define  faculty  in  traditional  terms.  As  noted  earlier,  some  institutions  also  find  it  difficult  to  distinguish 
between  unpaid  “honorary”  faculty  and  those  receiving  a regular  paycheck.  “Visiting”  faculty  can  be 
defined  as  such  for  teaching  no  more  than  a single  lecture  (and  again  may  not  be  paid). 

In  some  cases,  institutions  may  also  find  it  difficult  to  distinguish  “full-time”  and  “part-time”  staff  For 
example,  at  one  hospital-affiliated  medical  school,  any  faculty  member  paid  with  institutional  (rather 
than  hospital)  funds  is  considered  full-time,  though  the  majority  of  faculty  members  spend  most  of  their 
time  in  private  practice  and  would  be  considered  part-time  at  most  other  institutions.  For  this  particular 
institution,  all  faculty  were  listed  as  part-time  on  their  list  of  faculty,  yet  were  reported  as  full-time  on  the 
institution  questionnaire. 

Ten  large  institutions  considered  their  medical  school  a separate  entity  and  therefore  did  not  include 
medical  faculty  in  their  list  and/or  questionnaires.  Three  institutions  excluded  their  medical  school  from 
their  faculty  sampling  lists  and  seven  excluded  their  medical  school  from  their  institution  questionnaire. 
In  addition,  because  faculty  estimates  must  sometimes  be  supplied  by  individual  schools  within 
institutions  (e.g..  Surgery,  Dentistry,  Osteopathy,  etc.),  two  institutions  excluded  one  or  more  individual 
schools  that  did  not  supply  data  in  a timely  fashion,  or  which  were  located  at  a separate  campus. 
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Exhibit  3-6.  Explanations  institutions  gave  for  discrepancies  between  LIST  and  QUEX 
institutions  with  health  sciences  faculty  (unweighted  frequencies) 


EXPLANATION 

1st 

reason 

cited 

(percent) 

(/I -120) 

2nd 

reason 

cited 

(percent) 

(/I -120) 

3rd 

reason 
cited 
(percent) 
(/I  =120) 

Total 

reasons 

(from  all 

valid 

answers) 

(percent) 

(/I-116) 

Different  academic  base  years  for  LIST  & QUEX 

1.7 

- 

- 

1.7 

Different  academic  terms  used  for  LIST  & QUEX 

2.5 

- 

- 

2.6 

Layoffs  or  downsizing 

0.8 

- 

- 

.8 

All  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

0.8 

- 

- 

.8 

All  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

0.8 

- 

- 

.8 

Some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

18.3 

- 

- 

19.0 

Some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from 
QUEX 

2.0 

0.8 

- 

2.6 

Some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

- 

10.0 

- 

10.3 

Some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

- 

2 

- 

1.7 

Higher  QUEX  figure  is  an  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

3.3 

- 

3.4 

Higher  LIST  figure  is  an  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

3.3 

- 

3.4 

Medical  school  excluded  from  LIST 

2 

0.8 

- 

2.6 

Medical  school  excluded  from  QUEX 

2.5 

3.3 

- 

6.0 

Unpaid/Honorary  faculty  excluded 

2.5 

- 

- 

2.6 

Ineligible  faculty  included  in  error 

4.2 

- 

4.3 

Data  entry  error  by  institution 

- 

- 

- 

Different  definitions  of  full-time  faculty  used 

3.3 

- 

- 

3.4 

Different  definitions  of  part-time  faculty  used 

0.8 

2 

0.8 

3.4 

FTEs  used  instead  of  headcount 

- 

0.8 

- 

.9 

Other 

0.8 

- 

- 

.9 

Refusai/no  explanation/no  answer 

50.9 

80.8 

99.2 

- 
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A comparison  of  the  data  presented  in  these  exhibits  with  the  data  presented  in  Exhibits  3-3  and  3-4 
elicits  the  similarities  between  the  subset  of  institutions  affiliated  with  medical  schools  or  hospitals  and 
the  entire  group  of  recontacted  institutions.  Both  sets  of  institutions  tended  to  verify  institution 
questionnaire  faculty  counts  over  other  possible  sources  of  faculty  counts,  including  their  original 
sampling  lists.  However,  institutions  affiliated  with  medical  schools  or  hospitals  showed  a greater 
tendency  to  verify  their  original  sampling  lists  than  did  the  recontacted  institutions  as  a whole.  Nearly 
32  percent  of  institutions  employing  health  sciences  faculty  verified  the  accuracy  of  their  faculty  lists 
compared  to  24.8  percent  of  all  recontacted  institutions.  This  suggests  that  institutions  affiliated  with 
medical  schools  or  hospitals  prepared  more  complete  and  inclusive  lists  than  other  institutions. 

When  reasons  for  discrepancies  are  compared,  it  is  clear  that  health  sciences  institutions  did  not  differ 
greatly  from  the  entire  set  of  recontacted  institutions.  The  chief  reasons  for  discrepancies  for  both  sets  of 
institutions  reported  were  the  same:  the  exclusion  of  some  part-time  or  full-time  faculty  from  original 
sampling  lists.  However,  institutions  employing  health  sciences  faculty  were  much  less  likely  than  all 
recontacted  institutions  to  cite  “different  academic  terms  used  for  LIST  and  QUEX”  as  a discrepancy 
explanation.  A total  of  1 1.4  percent  of  all  recontacted  institutions  reported  this  reason  for  their 
discrepancy.  In  comparison,  only  2.6  percent  of  institutions  affiliated  with  medical  schools  or  hospitals 
chose  this  reason  for  their  discrepancy. 

3.6  Reestimating  Faculty  Population  Based  on  the  Reconciliation  Effort 

Based  on  revised  faculty  counts  institutions  provided  during  the  reconciliation  effort,  NORC  produced 
“best  estimates”  of  the  national  faculty  population.  This  process  used  as  its  starting  database  the 
institution-level  faculty  counts  for  full-time,  part-time,  and  total  faculty  that  the  817  participating 
institutions  reported  on  their  original  faculty  lists.  Although  data  for  the  total  number  of  faculty  were 
available  for  all  of  the  817  institutions,  in  84  cases,  institutions  that  supplied  a total  faculty  number  did 
not  supply  a breakdown  of  the  total  into  full-time  and  part-time  components.  To  overcome  this  problem, 
a two-step  procedure  for  deriving  best  estimates  was  used:  first,  deriving  best  estimates  for  total  faculty 
and,  second,  deriving  best  estimates  for  full-time  faculty.  Best  estimates  for  part-time  faculty  were 
simply  calculated  by  subtracting  the  number  of  full-time  faculty  from  the  total  number  of  faculty  at  each 
institution.  Chapters  3 and  1 0 of  the  1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty:  Methodology 
Report  [NCES  97-467]  provide  technical  documentation  for  the  creation  of  best  estimates  and 
poststratification  of  final  faculty  weights. 

The  recontacting  and  verification  effort  increased  the  total  number  of  faculty  enumerated  on  the  faculty 
list  by  15,541 . When  these  best  estimates  were  weighted  by  the  first-stage  institution  weight,  they 
produced  an  increase  in  the  estimate  of  total  faculty  population  of  54,298  faculty  members  nationwide  in 
the  492  reconciled  institutions  (representing  a weighted  estimate  of  1,855  institutions).  Exhibit  3-7 
illustrates  this  increase.  It  shows  the  difference  between  weighted  estimates  of  total  faculty  calculated 
from  the  original  faculty  list  and  weighted  estimates  of  total  faculty  calculated  from  the  “best  estimates” 
based  on  the  verified  data  for  all  reconciled  institutions.  Moreover,  differences  in  weighted  estimates  are 
crossed  with  the  explanations  institutions  provided  for  their  discrepancies.  The  figures  cited  in  the 
column  marked  “institutions”  are  the  weighted  frequencies  of  figures  cited  under  “1st  reason”  in  Exhibit 
3-4.  Therefore,  the  table  provides  an  illustration  of  the  relative  importance  of  each  explanation  to  the 
increase  or  decrease  in  the  faculty  population  for  the  reconciled  institutions. 
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By  far,  the  most  significant  contribution  to  this  increase  in  total  faculty  came  from  those  institutions  that 
reported  that  they  had  failed  to  enumerate  some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  on  their  original  faculty  lists. 
As  the  exhibit  illustrates,  these  institutions  accounted  for  an  increase  in  the  national  faculty  population 
estimate  of  37,183  faculty  members.  What  is  more,  the  3.3  percent  of  institutions  that  reported  that  they 
had  excluded  all  part-time  faculty  from  their  original  lists  contributed  an  additional  estimated  14,544 
faculty  members  to  the  total. 

The  reconciliation  effort  also  called  attention  to  institutions  that  included  ineligible  faculty  on  their 
original  faculty  lists.  Almost  6 percent  of  institutions  reported  that  they  included  ineligible  faculty  on 
either  the  list  or  the  questionnaire.  As  a result,  these  institutions  lowered  their  “best  estimate”  of  total 
faculty,  producing  a drop  in  weighted  population  estimates  for  these  schools  of  6,167  faculty  members. 
Definitional  problems — accounting  for  different  populations  of  full-time  faculty  on  the  list  and  on  the 
institution  questionnaire — meant  that,  for  2.4  percent  of  the  institutions,  the  original  list  included 
ineligible  faculty.  The  best  estimate  correction  lowered  the  national  population  estimate  derived  from 
these  institutions  by  4,475.  An  almost  identical  number  of  faculty  (4,514)  were  dropped  from  total 
population  estimates  due  to  institution  downsizing. 

Even  more  striking  were  the  institutions  that  explained  their  discrepancy  by  reporting  that  unpaid  or 
honorary  faculty  were  excluded  from  either  their  institution  questionnaire  or  their  faculty  list.  Although 
these  institutions  accounted  for  fewer  than  1 percent  of  the  weighted  total  number  of  reconciled 
institutions,  they  accounted  for  a subtraction  of  an  estimate  of  9,597  faculty  members  from  the  original 
faculty  list.  These  schools  tended  to  depend  on  large  numbers  of  faculty  employed  by  other  institutions, 
such  as  hospitals  or  the  military.  Future  cycles  of  NSOPF-93  will  need  to  take  into  account  special 
cases,  such  as  these  institutions,  when  describing  faculty  eligibility  rules  for  institution  list  preparers. 

As  mentioned  earlier,  29.7  percent  (weighted)  of  institutions  refused  or  were  unable  to  supply  an 
explanation  for  the  discrepancy.  However,  these  institutions  accounted  for  a weighted  estimate  of  only 
3,206  faculty  members  toward  the  net  increase  of  54,298  in  faculty  population  estimated. 
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Exhibit  3*7.  Difference  between  verified  data  and  original  faculty  list 
by  first  reason  for  discrepancy  (weighted  data) 


Explanation 

Percent  of 
institutions 

Increase  or  decrease 
in  faculty  population 
estimate  (national) 

% 

n 

% 

Different  academic  base  years  for  LIST  & QUEX 

1.7 

505 

0.9 

Different  academic  terms  used  for  LIST  & QUEX 

10.9 

4,637 

8.5 

Layoffs  or  downsizing 

2.5 

-4,514 

-8.3 

All  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

3.3 

14,544 

26.8 

All  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

1.3 

-15 

0.0 

Some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

21.7 

37,183 

68.5 

Some  part-time  or  adjunct  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

5.5 

-538 

-1.0 

Some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  LIST 

2.6 

3,255 

6.0 

Some  full-time  faculty  excluded  from  QUEX 

1.0 

396 

0.7 

Higher  QUEX  figure  is  an  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

3.3 

9,934 

18.3 

Higher  LIST  figure  is  an  aggregate  of  all  campuses 

0.7 

494 

0.9 

Medical  school  excluded  from  LIST 

0.1 

1,742 

3.2 

Medical  school  excluded  from  QUEX 

0.2 

0 

0.0 

Unpaid/Honorary  faculty  excluded 

0.5 

-9,597 

-17.7 

Ineligible  faculty  included  in  error 

5.7 

-6,167 

-11.4 

Data  entry  error  by  institution 

2.3 

82 

0.2 

Different  definitions  of  full-time  faculty  used  for  LIST  & 
QUEX 

2.4 

-4,475 

-8.2 

Different  definitions  of  part-time  faculty  used  for  LIST  & 
QUEX 

1.5 

308 

0.6 

FTEs  used  instead  of  headcount 

0.3 

0 

0.0 

Other 

2.5 

3,319 

6.1 

Refusal/no  explanation/no  answer 

29.7 

3,206 

5.9 

Summary 

100.0 

54,298 

100.0 
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Exhibit  3-8  summarizes  the  results  of  the  reconciliation  effort  for  all  817  institutions  whose  faculty 
members  participated  in  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  survey.  The  exhibit  reports  weighted  faculty  estimates 
for  total  faculty,  full-time  faculty  and  part-time  faculty  from  three  major  sources:  the  original  faculty 
dataset,  based  on  the  original  faculty  sampling  list  (LIST),  theNSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire 
(QUEX)  and  the  revised  faculty  dataset,  based  on  reconciliation  and  best  estimate  calculation.  The 
exhibit  presents  data,  first,  for  all  institutions,  and  second,  for  each  of  the  15  institution  sampling  strata. 
For  each  faculty  population  estimate,  the  table  presents  the  raw  and  percent  difference  between  the 
estimates.  For  example,  in  the  table  section  describing  data  for  “All  institutions,”  the  fourth  column 
shows  that  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire  produced  an  estimate  of  the  total  number  of  faculty  that 
exceeded  the  estimate  produced  by  the  original  faculty  data  file  by  135,290,  a difference  of  15  percent. 
Likewise,  the  revised  faculty  data  file’s  estimate  of  the  total  number  of  faculty  members  exceeded  the 
original  list  by  134,203,  or  by  i4.9  percent. 

On  the  aggregate  level,  the  revised  faculty  data  file’s  estimates  closely  tracked  theNSOPF-93's 
institution  questionnaire  data  file’s  estimates.  As  the  exhibit  demonstrates,  most  of  the  increase  in 
faculty  population  estimated  came  from  the  43.1  percent  increase  in  the  number  of  part-time  faculty,  an 
estimated  increase  of  131,309  faculty  members.  In  fact,  the  percentage  of  full-time  faculty  estimated 
increased  by  less  than  1 percent.  The  percentages  of  full-time  and  part-time  faculty  in  the  revised  faculty 
dataset  also  match  more  closely  the  percentage  of  full-time  and  part-time  faculty  members  estimated  on 
the  NSOPF-93  institution  questionnaire.  The  original  faculty  data  file  estimated  the  full-time/part-time 
division  in  the  faculty  population  as  66.2  percent  to  33.8  percent.  The  NSOPF-93  institution 
questionnaire  estimated  a full-time/part-time  distribution  of  59.4  percent  to  40.6  percent.  The  revised 
faculty  data  file  estimated  a full-time/part-time  distribution  of  57.9  percent  to  42.1  percent.  The  revised 
estimates  adhered  more  closely  to  expectations. 

When  these  totals  are  disaggregated  by  institution  sampling  strata,  it  is  clear  which  two  strata  contributed 
the  bulk  of  the  increase  in  faculty  population:  the  public  two-year  stratum  and  the  research/certainty 
stratum.  Together,  these  two  strata  accounted  for  56.2  percent  of  the  net  increase  in  total  faculty 
observed  when  comparing  the  original  faculty  data  file  and  the  revised  faculty  data  file.  Both  strata  show 
almost  no  change  in  their  estimated  number  of  full-time  faculty.  In  fact,  the  research/certainty  stratum 
actually  indicates  a decline  of  nearly  1 percent  in  the  number  of  full-time  faculty  estimated.  Therefore, 
the  increase  in  total  faculty  in  the  revised  faculty  data  file  for  these  two  strata  comes  almost  entirely  from 
the  increase  in  part-time  faculty  estimated  in  both  strata.  The  increase  in  part-time  faculty  estimated  in 
the  research  strata  was  more  dramatic  (57.9  percent)  than  the  also  large  increase  in  the  estimate  of  part- 
timers  observed  in  the  public  two-year  stratum  (37.2  percent). 

Strata  6 and  7,  the  strata  including  public  and  private  medical  institutions,  displayed  increases  in  the 
populations  of  faculty  estimated.  Although  the  institutions  in  these  strata  do  not  account  for  all  health 
sciences  faculty,  they  suggest  that  the  original  faculty  list  may  have  underrepresented  part-time 
faculty — particularly  in  public  institutions.  Interestingly,  faculty  weights  based  on  the  original  faculty 
list  seemed  to  underestimate  the  population  of  full-time  faculty  in  private  institutions  while 
overestimating  the  number  of  full-time  faculty  in  public  institutions.  Changes  in  faculty  list 
specifications  from  NSOPF-88  may  explain  some  of  these  differences.  In  NSOPF-93,  institutions  were 
asked  to  include  both  instructional  and  noninstructional  faculty  on  their  sampling  lists.  In  NSOPF-88, 
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institutions  were  asked  only  to  list  instructional  faculty.  NSOPF-93's  new  requirements  may  have 
introduced  more  variability  into  estimates  based  on  original  faculty  lists  as  institutions  faced  greater 
difficulty  accounting  for  noninstructional  faculty.  These  difficulties  may  have  had  disproportionate 
impacts  on  public  and  private  institutions.  Further  investigation  will  be  needed  to  discover  the 
underlying  reasons  for  this  difference  between  public  and  private  medical  institutions. 
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Exhibit  3-8.  Summary  of  reconciliation  effort:  National  population  estimates  for 
total,  full-time  and  part-time  faculty  from  different  sources,  by  samplinQ  stratum 


All  institutions 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

899,765 

1,035,055 

1,033,966 

135,290 

134,201 

15.0 

14.9 

Full-time 

faculty 

595,340 

615,191 

598,232 

19,851 

2,892 

3.30 

0.5 

Part-time 

faculty 

304,426 

419,864 

435,735 

115,438 

131,309 

37.9 

43.1 

STRATUM  1:  Private,  other  Ph.D. 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

28,914 

33,072 

33,494 

4,158 

4,580 

14.4 

15.8 

Full-time 

faculty 

19,844 

19,789 

19,099 

-55 

-745 

-0.3 

-3.8 

Part-time 

faculty 

9,070 

13,284 

14,395 

4,214 

5,325 

46.5 

58.7 

STRATUM  2:  Public,  comprehensive 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

138,041 

150,294 

151,839 

12,253 

13,798 

8.9 

10 

Full-time 

faculty 

103,216 

103,473 

101,238 

257 

-1,978 

0.2 

-1.9 

Part-time 

faculty 

34,824 

46,821 

50,601 

11,997 

15,777 

34.5 

45.3 
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STRATUM  3:  Private,  comprehensive 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

65,320 

74,718 

79,228 

9,398 

13,908 

14.4 

21.3 

Full-time 

faculty 

38,617 

37,943 

40,746 

-674 

2,129 

-1.7 

5.5 

Part-time 

faculty 

26,703 

36,775 

38,481 

10,072 

11,778 

37.7 

44.1 

STRATUM  4;  Public,  liberal  arts  < 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

2,677 

33,801 

3,240 

31,124 

563 

1,162.6 

21 

Full-time 

faculty 

1,769 

25,223 

1,974 

23,454 

205 

1,325.8 

11.6 

Part-time 

faculty 

908 

8,578 

1,265 

7,670 

357 

844.7 

39.3 

STRATUM  5:  Private,  liberal  arts 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

63,533 

61,292 

63,785 

-2,241 

252 

-3.5 

0.4 

Full-time 

faculty 

43,072 

41,519 

41,997 

-1,553 

-1,075 

-3.6 

-2.5 

Part-time 

faculty 

20,460 

19,773 

21,788 

-687 

1,328 

-3.4 

6.5 
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STRATUM  6:  Public,  medical 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

{ 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

23,763 

24,617 

25,110 

854 

1,347 

3.6 

5.7 

Full-time 

faculty 

18,921 

17,025 

17,327 

-1,896 

-1,594 

-10 

-8.4 

Part-time 

faculty 

4,843 

7,592 

7,783 

2,749 

2,940 

56.8 

60.7 

STRATUM  7;  Private,  medical 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

13,064 

11,901 

15,540 

-1,163 

2,476 

-8.9 

19 

Full-time 

faculty 

8,453 

9,018 

10,524 

565 

2,071 

6.7 

24.5 

Part-time 

faculty 

4,611 

2,883 

5,015 

-1,728 

404 

-37.5 

8.8 

STRATUM  8:  Private,  religious 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

6,204 

7,257 

7,129 

1,053 

925 

17 

14.9 

Full-time 

faculty 

3,899 

4,755 

4,398 

856 

499 

22 

12.8 

Part-time 

faculty 

2,305 

2,502 

2,731 

197 

426 

8.5 

18.5 

39 

693 
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STRATUM  9:  Public,  two>year 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

250,931 

310,252 

303,272 

59,321 

52,341 

23.6 

20.9 

Full-time 

faculty 

111,826 

120,780 

112,538 

8,954 

712 

8 

0.6 

Part-time 

faculty 

139,105 

189,472 

190,795 

50,367 

51,690 

36.2 

37.2 

STRATUM  10:  Private,  two-year 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

8,574 

9,962 

11,646 

1,388 

3,072 

16.2 

35.8 

Full-time 

faculty 

4,972 

4,517 

4,667 

-455 

-305 

-9.2 

-6.1 

Part-time 

faculty 

3,603 

5,445 

6,979 

1,842 

3,376 

51.1 

93.7 

STRATUM  1 1 

: Public,  other 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

6,600 

8,568 

9,196 

1,968 

2,596 

29.8 

39.3 

Full-time 

faculty 

5,785 

6,409 

6,855 

624 

1,070 

10.8 

18.5 

Part-time 

faculty 

815 

2,159 

2,341 

1,344 

1,526 

164.9 

187.2 

ERIC 
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STRATUM  12:  Private,  other 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

15,421 

16,574 

19,814 

1,153 

4,393 

7.5 

28.5 

Full-time 

faculty 

9,337 

7,052 

8,992 

-2,285 

-345 

-24.5 

-3.7 

Part-time 

faculty 

6,083 

9,522 

10,821 

3,439 

4,738 

56.5 

77.9 

STRATUM  13:  Public,  unknown 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

14,314 

14,844 

17,556 

530 

3,242 

3.7 

22.6 

Full-time 

faculty 

7,278 

6,496 

6,981 

-782 

-297 

-10.7 

-4.1 

Part-time 

faculty 

7,036 

8,348 

10,575 

1,312 

3,539 

18.6 

50.3 

STRATUM  14:  Private,  unknown 

Original  faculty 
data  file 

(LIST) 

Institution 
questionnaire 
data  file 
(QUEX) 

Revised  faculty 
data  file 

(REVISED) 

QUEX  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

REVISED  - LIST 
(Difference  & 
percent 
difference) 

Total  faculty 

3,358 

8,373 

11,015 

5,015 

7,657 

149.3 

228 

Full-time 

faculty 

2,345 

5,046 

6,748 

2,701 

4,403 

115.2 

187.8 

Part-time 

faculty 

1,013 

3,327 

4,267 

2,314 

3,254 

228.4 

321.2 
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STRATUM  15:  Public,  research;  private,  research;  public,  other  Ph.D. 


Original  faculty 

Institution 

Revised  faculty 

QUEX  - LIST 

REVISED  - LIST 

data  file 

questionnaire 

data  file 

(Difference  & 

(Difference  & 

data  file 

percent 

percent 

(LIST) 

(QUEX) 

(REVISED) 

difference) 

difference) 

Total  faculty 

259,051 

269,531 

282,105 

10,480 

23,054 

4 

8.9 

Full-time 

faculty 

216,005 

206,148 

214,147 

-9,857 

-1,858 

-4.6 

-0.9 

Part-time 

faculty 

43,046 

63,383 

67,958 

20,337 

24,912 

47.2 

57.9 
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Chapter  IV.  Sampling,  Weighting,  and  Imputation  in  NSOPF-93 

4.1  Independent  Review  of  Sampling,  Weighting,  and  Imputation 

This  chapter  consists  of  an  independent  review  of  the  sampling,  weighting,  and  imputation  performed  for 
the  1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty  (NSOPF-93)  by  NORC’s  Department  of  Statistics 
and  Methodology.  The  review  began  with  a careful  examination  of  the  specifications  contained  in  the 
following  documents:  the  final  version  of  the  Sampling  Plan  for  the  1992-93  National  Study  of 
Postsecondary  Faculty  Full-Scale  Study  (dated  July  1993),  the  specifications  for  Weighting  for 
NSOPF-93  (dated  May  1994),  and  the  relevant  sections  of  the  1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary 
Faculty  Data  File  User*s  Manual  (draft)  that  dealt  with  imputation.  Computer  code  used  to  perform 
weighting  adjustments  was  also  reviewed.  Based  on  the  findings  reported  below,  it  was  determined  that 
review  of  programs  used  for  imputation  and  for  sample  selection  was  unnecessary. 

4.2  Problem  Identiflcation 

As  discussed  earlier,  two  major  problems  manifested  themselves  in  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  data  file:  1)  an 
unexpected  decline  in  the  estimates  of  health  sciences  faculty  from  the  NSOPF-88  estimates;  and,  2)  a 
much  lower  estimate  of  part-time  faculty  than  expected  or  than  noted  in  the  NSOPF-93  institution  data 
file. 

Imputation  as  a source  of  bias  was  dismissed  because  the  two  variables  of  interest,  part-time/full-time 
status  and  primary  area  of  teaching,  are  imputed  too  rarely  for  this  to  be  a possibility.  However,  a review 
of  the  specifications  for  weighting  identified  nonresponse  as  a major  cause  of  the  shortfall  in  part-time 
faculty  estimates.  Only  a limited  investigation  of  the  possible  effects  of  nonresponse  on  the  shortfall  in 
health  sciences  faculty  was  possible  as  information  on  academic  area  (i.e.,  discipline/department)  was 
unavailable  for  nonresponding  faculty.  Although  discipline/department  data  were  requested  for  all 
faculty  at  the  time  of  list  enumeration,  as  a cost  saving  measure  this  data  item  was  entered  into  the 
sampling  frame  database  only  for  humanities  faculty  who  were  oversampled. 

Section  4.3  below  discusses  nonresponse  as  well  as  other  factors  that  may  have  contributed  to  the 
shortfall  in  part-time  faculty.  Section  4.4  reviews  the  health  sciences  decline  and  explains  why  the 
analysis  is  necessarily  limited.  Finally,  section  4.5  explains  why  the  imputation  procedures  play  only  a 
minor  role  in  either  decline. 

4.3  Part-Time  Faculty 

A major  cause  of  the  shortfall  in  part-time  faculty  is  the  difference  in  response  rates  between  full-time 
faculty  and  part-time  faculty:  part-time  faculty  had  a lower  response  rate.  Much  of  this  difference  can  be 
explained  simply  by  the  increased  mobility  of  part-time  faculty,  and  the  associated  difficulty  in  locating 
them.  The  original  nonresponse  weight  adjustment  developed  for  NSOPF-93  did  not  adequately  correct 
for  this  difference  in  response  rates  because  full-time/part-time  status  was  not  given  a role  in  this 
adjustment.  In  addition,  the  fielding  of  the  survey  in  waves  had  the  inadvertent  effect  of  increasing  the 
difference  in  response  rates. 
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4.3.1  Response  Rates 

Differential  rates  of  response  to  the  faculty  survey  among  full-time  faculty  and  part-time  faculty  may 
help  to  explain  the  shortfall  in  part-time  faculty.  The  remainder  of  Chapter  4 considers  the  question  of 
response  rates  from  several  different  vantage  points:  faculty  characteristics  (race/ethnicity,  full-time/part- 
time status,  discipline,  etc.),  institution  characteristics  and  features  of  survey  implementation.  The 
response  rates  reported  in  the  exhibits  in  the  rest  of  this  chapter  are  comparable  to — but  not  identical 
to— faculty  response  rates  reported  in  Chapters  5 and  7 in  the  1993  National  Study  of  Postsecondary 
Faculty:  Methodology  Report.  Faculty  characteristics  considered  in  Chapters  5 and  7 are  based  on  the 
original  faculty  sampling  lists.  To  lower  the  amount  of  missing  data  in  the  exhibits  reported  in  this 
chapter,  some  faculty  characteristics  missing  on  the  original  sampling  lists  (e.g.  full-time/part-time 
status)  were,  for  respondents,  imputed  from  responses  on  the  faculty  questionnaire.  In  addition,  some 
response  rates  reported  in  this  chapter  are  based  on  a different  sample  of  respondents  than  are  the 
response  rate  tables  in  the  Methodology  Report.  For  example,  the  faculty  response  rates  reported  in 
Exhibit  4-8  differ  from  those  reported  in  the  Methodology  Report’s  Exhibit  5-5  because  they  are  based 
on  24,960  respondents  with  complete  data  on  the  derived  faculty  program  area  variable,  X01A12,  rather 
than  on  the  total  of  25,780  faculty  questionnaire  respondents  on  which  Methodology  Report 's  Exhibit  5-5 
is  based. 

A primary  factor  in  the  part-time  faculty  shortfall  was  a lower  response  rate  for  part-time  faculty 
members  than  for  full-time  faculty  members.  Exhibit  4-1  provides  a comparison  of  the  response  rates  for 
full-  and  part-time  faculty. 


Exhibit  4-1.  NSOPF-93  responses  rates  by  employment  status 


Total  “rate” 

Non- 

Status 
on  list 

Respondents  Ineligible 

of  response 

respondents 

Full-time 

88.5%  + 1.9% 

= 90.4% 

9.6% 

Part-time 

76.4%  + 8.9% 

= 85.3% 

14.7% 

Overall"' 

82.2%  + 5.1% 

= 87.3% 

12.7% 

^Includes  all  faculty  in  the  sample. 


The  above  percentages  represent  all  faculty  selected  into  the  sample  so  that  the  two  rightmost  columns 
add  up  to  100  percent  (except  for  rounding  error).  Note  that  unless  otherwise  specified,  all  percentages 
are  unweighted.  In  fact,  the  different  rates  of  ineligibility  make  the  response  rates  appear  closer  than 
they  are  in  actuality.  While  88.5  percent  of  the  full-time,  faculty  selected  responded,  only  76.4  percent  of 
the  part-time  faculty  selected  responded.  This  is  very  important,  because  part-time  faculty  did  not 
initially  receive  a nonresponse  weight  adjustment  different  from  that  for  full-time  faculty.  Also, 
ineligible  participants  were  counted  as  respondents  not  only  for  the  purposes  of  reporting  a response  rate 
(which  was  appropriate),  but  also  for  the  purposes  of  the  nonresponse  weight  adjustment.  Ineligible 
faculty  should  actually  be  excluded  during  the  nonresponse  weight  adjustment  because  their  final 
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“respondent”  weight  is  zero.  Therefore,  the  recalculated  response  rates  (excluding  ineligibles)  should  be 
90.2  percent  for  full-time  faculty  and  83.9  percent  for  part-time  faculty. 

The  original  nonresponse  weight  adjustment  divided  the  faculty  selected  into  cells  based  on  the 
institution  stratum,  institution  size,  and  faculty  stratum,  as  described  in  the  sampling  plan.  Each  cell  was 
then  given  a separate  nonresponse  weight  adjustment.  Because  full-time  and  part-time  faculty  were  not 
specifically  separated  into  different  cells,  part-time  faculty  respondents  did  not  receive  as  much  of  a 
nonresponse  adjustment  as  they  should  have,  while  full-time  faculty  respondents  received  a larger 
adjustment  than  they  should  have. 

While  faculty  in  different  institutional  strata  had  widely  varying  response  rates,  faculty  sampling  stratum 
does  not  seem  to  be  important  in  terms  of  nonresponse  differences,  as  illustrated  in  Exhibit  4-2  below. 


Exhibit  4-2.  NSOPF-93  response  rates  by  faculty  sampling  stratum 


Total  “rate” 

Non- 

Respondents 

Ineligible 

of  response 

respondents 

Black,  Hispanic 

80.9% 

+ 

4.9% 

= 85.8% 

14.2% 

Full-time  female 

88.1% 

+ 

2.4% 

= 90.5% 

9.5% 

NEH  faculty 

83.8% 

+ 

4.0% 

= 87.8% 

12.2% 

Asian/Pacific  Islander  83.1% 

+ 

4.6% 

= 87.7% 

12.3% 

All  others 

80.0% 

+ 

6.3% 

= 86.3% 

13.7% 

Overall 

82.2% 

5.1% 

= 87.3% 

12.7% 

It  seems  that  race/ethnicity,  gender,  and  full-time/part-time  status  within  institution  stratum  would 
produce  a better  nonresponse  weight  adjustment  than  one  based  on  faculty  stratum.  Exhibit  4-3  shows 
the  appropriate  one-way  response  rates  for  the  gender  and  race/ethnicity  variables. 


45 


1992-93  National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty 
Methodology  Report:  Appendix  R 


Exhibit  4-3.  NSOPF-93  response  rates  for  race/ethnicity  and  gender 


Black,  non-Hispanic 

Respondents 

81.4% 

+ 

Ineligible 

4.6% 

Total  “rate” 
of  response 
86.0% 

Non- 

respondents 

14.0% 

Hispanic 

81.7% 

+ 

5.1% 

= 

86.8% 

13.2% 

Asian/Pacific  Islander  83.8% 

+ 

4.5% 

= 

88.3% 

11.7% 

White,  non-Hispanic 

85.7% 

+ 

3.8% 

= 

89.5% 

10.5% 

American  Indian/ 
Alaskan  Native 

78.8% 

+ 

3.0% 

= 

81.8% 

18.2% 

Male 

82.1% 

+ 

5.0% 

— 

87.1% 

12.9% 

Female 

84.0% 

+ 

5.1% 

= 

89.1% 

10.9% 

Overall 

82.2% 

+ 

5.1% 

= 

87.3% 

12.7% 

These  data  indicate  that  the  two  genders  have  very  similar  nonresponse  patterns,  and  that  race/ethnicity 
could  be  collapsed  into  two  categories:  White/Asian/Pacific  Islander  and  Black/Hispanic/American 
Indian/Alaskan  Native.  There  are  not  enough  American  Indians/Alaskan  Natives  to  form  their  own 
category. 

In  addition  to  the  analyses  above,  there  is  some  evidence  (not  shown)  that  within  institution  strata,  the 
size  of  an  institution  affects  the  response  rate.  However,  it  is  not  clear  how  much  of  a role  that  part-time 
status  plays  in  this  since  the  smaller  schools  usually  employ  more  part-time  faculty.  It  is  not  clear 
without  further  evidence  that  size  should  be  included  as  a part  of  the  nonresponse  weight  adjustment. 

4.3.2  Survey  Implementation  and  the  Part-Time  Nonresponse  Problem 

NSOPF-93  used  a two-stage  sample  design.  First,  institutions  were  selected  and  asked  to  provide  a list 
of  all  faculty  given  the  sampling  eligibility  criteria.  Naturally,  some  institutions  submitted  their  lists 
earlier  than  others.  In  order  to  maximize  the  response  rate  for  faculty,  faculty  were  selected  and 
questionnaires  were  sent  out  in  six  data  collection  waves.  An  institution  was  included  in  the  earliest 
wave  for  which  the  list  was  available.  Because  of  the  increased  time  allowed,  and  the  opportunity  for 
additional  mail  and  telephone  follow-up,  faculty  in  earlier  waves  had  a higher  response  rate  than  faculty 
in  later  waves.  This  affected  the  part-time  faculty  response  rate  more  than  the  full-time  faculty  response 
rate  because  the  percentage  of  faculty  who  are  part-time  faculty  was  higher  for  the  later  waves,  as 
illustrated  in  Exhibit  4-4  below. 
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Exhibit  4-4.  NSOPF-93  response  rates  by  data  collection  wave 


% Part-time 


Response  rates 


Wave 


faculty 

29.6% 

32.7% 

33.6% 

36.6% 

35.1% 

35.1% 


Full-time  part-time 

91.6%  88.3% 

91.6%  88.3% 

91.7%  86.8% 

89.9%  82.6% 

87.2%  , 79.8% 

87.0%  79.2% 


Overall 

90.4% 

89.3% 

88.5% 

85.5% 

82.2% 

79.8% 


2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


These  data  show  that  while  response  rates  decline  for  both  full-time  and  part-time  faculty,  the  overall 
response  rate  for  part-time  faculty  was  affected  to  a larger  extent  because  a larger  proportion  of  the 
faculty  in  later  waves  were  part-timers.  Note  that  the  response  rates  reported  here  include  the  ineligible 
respondents  as  respondents.  The  effect  of  this  multiwave  effort  on  the  difference  in  response  rates 
between  full-time  and  part-time  faculty  would,  however,  appear  to  be  relatively  minor,  since  the 
part-time  response  rate  is  clearly  lower  in  each  wave. 

4.3.3  The  Exclusion  of  Subsampled  Faculty 

After  the  sixth  and  last  wave  of  faculty  questionnaires  were  fielded,  a decision  was  made  to  reduce  the 
sample  size  by  2,000.  This  action  was  taken  to  reduce  the  costs  of  follow-up  without  suffering  a 
reduction  in  the  response  rate.  Some  data  had  already  been  received  for  some  faculty,  though.  In  fact, 
over  60  percent  of  the  faculty  in  the  first  three  waves  were  already  respondents  when  the  2,000  faculty 
were  subsampled.  Not  wanting  to  discard  any  data  already  received,  the  2,000  faculty  to  be  excluded 
were  selected  from  only  those  faculty-members  from  whom  no  response  had  been  received.  These 
faculty  are  referred  to  as  “initial  non-respondents”.  This  was  of  concern  to  part-timers  for  two  reasons; 
1)  because  part-timers  have  a lower  response  rate,  they  were  more  likely  to  be  “initial  non-respondents” 
than  full-timers,  and  2)  part-timers  were  more  concentrated  in  the  later  waves  than  full-timers,  so  a 
slightly  higher  proportion  of  part-time  faculty  were  subject  to  exclusion.  In  fact,  a higher  proportion  of 
part-timers  were  excluded.  While  only  4.6  percent  of  all  full-time  faculty  in  the  sample  were  excluded, 
6.8  percent  of  all  the  part-time  faculty  in  the  sample  were  affected.  Exhibit  4-5  below  provides  a 
comparison  of  how  the  2,000  exclusions  affected  part-time  status. 
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Exhibit  4-5.  Exclusions  of  faculty  by  employment  status  and  wave 


Wave 

% m* 

Overall 
% excluded 

% IR 

TOTAL 

53.3 

5.3 

45.5 

1 

67.8 

3.9 

62.9 

2 

65.7 

3.9  . 

58.4 

3 

61.0 

4.4 

53.2 

4 

53.1 

5.3 

43.9 

5 

23.9 

8.6 

15.9 

6 

3.3 

9.7 

2.4 

Part-time 
% excluded 

%m 

Full-time 

excluded 

6.8 

57.1  . 

4.6 

4.8 

69.9 

3.6 

4.9 

69.3 

3.4 

5.6 

64.9 

3.7 

7.1 

58.4 

4.1 

10.8 

28.3 

7.5 

11.3 

3.9 

8.8 

^Denotes  the  percentage  of  faculty  who  had  already  responded  at  the  time  of  the  2,000  faculty 
of  initial  respondents. 


were  subsampled;  i.e.  the  percentage 


When  the  decision  to  exclude  the  subsample  of  2,000  was  made,  the  sixth  wave  really  had  only  just 
begun.  But  it  is  clear  that,  for  every  wave,  a lower  percentage  of  part-time  faculty  members  had 
responded  and  therefore  a higher  percentage  were  excluded. 

However,  the  correct  weighting  adjustment  was  performed  here.  Within  a wave,  the  weights  of  all  initial 
nonrespondents  who  were  not  excluded  were  adjusted  to  account  for  subsampling.  Chapter  3 in  the  1993 
National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty:  Methodology  Report  documents  the  technical  details  of  this 
adjustment.  Therefore,  if  in  a particular  wave  of  initial  nonrespondents,  there  was  a higher  percentage  of 
part-timers,  then  there  should  have  been  not  only  a higher  percentage  of  part-timers  excluded  but  also  a 
higher  percentage  of  part-timers  left  whose  weights  were  inflated  because  of  the  excluded  faculty  This 
adjustment  was  still  not  perfect  because,  even  among  the  initial  non-respondents,  a higher  proportion  of 
part-time  faculty  were  excluded.  Exhibit  4-6  illustrates  the  percentage  of  excluded  faculty  by  wave. 


Exhibit  4-6.  Percentage  of  initial  non-respondents  excluded 


Wave 

Overall 

Total 

11.4% 

1 

12.2% 

2 

11.3% 

3 

11.2% 

4 

11.3% 

5 

11.3% 

6 

10.0% 

Part-time 

Full-time 

12.5% 

10.7% 

12.8% 

11.8% 

ii:9% 

10.9% 

12.0% 

10.6% 

13.1% 

9.9% 

12.8% 

10.4% 

11.6% 

9.2% 
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While  there  clearly  seems  to  be  a difference,  this  is  a much  smaller  bias  than  is  due  simply  to  the 
difference  in  response  rates.  This  bias  was  addressed  within  the  weighting  adjustment,  by  giving  a 
different  “exclusion”  adjustment  to  part-time  and  full-time  faculty  within  a wave. 

4.4  Health  Sciences  Faculty 

Unfortunately,  the  shortfall  for  health  sciences  faculty  could  not  be  investigated  in  the  same  way  and 
with  as  much  completeness  as  the  shortfall  of  part-time  faculty.  As  a cost  saving  measure,  the 
department/discipline  of  these  faculty  was  not  keyed  into  the  sampling  frame  database.  While  this 
information  is  available  for  respondents  from  the  faculty  questionnaire,  it  is  not  available  for 
nonrespondents.  It  can  be  retrieved  for  nonrespondents  only  by  reviewing  all  of  the  hard  copy  and 
electronic  lists  originally  submitted  by  the  817  participating  institutions.  Not  all  institutions  provided 
department/discipline  information  on  their  lists.  Seven  hundred  seventeen  (717)  institutions  of  the  817 
participating  institutions  (88.8  percent)  provided  department/discipline  data  on  their  lists.  To  perform  a 
complete  nonresponse  analysis  for  faculty  members  in  the  health  science  disciplines,  these  list  data 
would  have  had  to  have  been  reaccessed,  coded,  data-entered,  verified,  and  then  combined  with  the 
information  from  other  databases  for  analysis.  Because  of  the  large  cost  and  time  involved,  this  process 
was  not  undertaken  for  NSOPF-93. 

Given  this  limitation,  it  was  not  possible  to  investigate  the  rates  of  response,  ineligibility,  or  exclusion 
for  health  sciences  faculty  as  compared  to  faculty  in  other  areas.  However,  the  knowledge  gained  in  the 
analysis  of  part-time  faculty  was  used  to  investigate  certain  properties  of  the  health  sciences  faculty. 

For  example,  part-time  faculty  had  a lower  response  rate  than  full-time  faculty.  However,  health 
sciences  faculty  were  less  likely  to  be  part-time:  22.6  percent  of  the  total  health  sciences  faculty  were 
found  to  be  part-time,  compared  to  30.4  percent  in  other  program  areas. 

Faculty  in  the  later  data  collection  waves  had  a lower  response  rate  than  those  in  earlier  waves.  As 
Exhibit  4-7  shows,  health  sciences  faculty  do  not  seem  to  be  clustered  in  the  later  waves,  but  appear  to  be 
fairly  evenly  distributed  across  waves. 
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Exhibit  4-7.  Percentage  of  health  sciences  faculty  by  wave 

% of  health  sciences  faculty 
12.5% 

11.2% 

13.0% 

11.4% 

12.9% 

10.7% 


Finally,  a check  to  determine  whether  health  sciences  faculty  tended  to  work  at  institutions  that  have 
lower  response  rates  was  made.  Exhibit  4-8  shows  the  institution  stratum  response  rates  for  faculty  in 
institutions  that  provided  a list  of  their  faculty  (i.e.,  participating  institutions).  In  addition  to  the  response 
rates,  this  exhibit  shows  the  percentage  of  health  sciences  faculty  in  each  stratum  (the  second  column), 
along  with  the  percentage  of  health  sciences  faculty  that  stratum  represents  among  all  health  sciences  ’ 
faculty  (the  third  column).  For  example,  73.4  percent  of  the  faculty  in  the  public  medical  institutions  are 
health  sciences  faculty.  These  faculty  represent  14.7  percent  of  all  health  sciences  faculty  in  the 
population. 

While  most  faculty  in  medical  schools  are  health  sciences  faculty,  health  sciences  faculty  are  based  in  all 
types  of  institutions  (with  the  notable  exception  of  private  religious  institutions).  They  are  not 
concentrated  exclusively  in  institutions  classiEed  into  the  two  medical  sampling  strata.  In  fact,  only  20.6 
percent  of  all  health  sciences  faculty  in  the  NSOPF-93  sample  are  found  in  these  institutions,  defined  in 
sampling  specifications  as  not  considered  as  part  of  a four-year  college  or  university.  Includes 
medical  schools  and  medical  centers.”  This  is  not  surprising  because  the  health  sciences  include  many 
disciplines  other  than  medicine,  such  as  nutrition,  nursing,  veterinary  medicine,  and  so  on.  Medical 

schools,  especially  private  medical  schools,  did  in  fact,  have  lower  rates  of  response.  But  because 

institution  strata  helped  determine  the  cell  structure  of  the  nonresponse  weight  adjustment,  these  lower 
response  rates  were  adjusted  for.  In  order  for  their  shortfall  to  be  caused  by  nonresponse,  health  sciences 
faculty  would  have  had  to  have  lower  response  rates  than  other  faculty  within  each  of  these  institution 
types.  There  is  no  evidence  to  suggest  whether  this  was  the  case. 
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Exhibit  4-8.  Response  rates  by  institution  strata  for  health  sciences 


Institution 

Response 

% in  health 

% of  health 

stratum 

rate 

sciences 

sciences 

Private,  other  Ph.D. 

81.5% 

7.7% 

2.8% 

Public,  comprehensive 

89.3% 

7.3% 

11.1% 

Private,  comprehensive 

87.9% 

8.4% 

6.0% 

Public,  liberal  arts 

96.7% 

3.4% 

0.1% 

Private,  liberal  arts 

91.0% 

3.7% 

2.4% 

Public,  medical 

83.6% 

73.4% 

14.7% 

Private,  medical 

77.6% 

77.4% 

5.9% 

Private,  religious 

85.2% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

Public,  two-year 

88.0% 

11.4% 

29.9% 

Private,  two-year 

92.8% 

10.7% 

0.9% 

Public,  other 

86.6% 

6.0% 

0.4% 

Private,  other 

73.7% 

17.5% 

2.0% 

Public,  unknown 

86.2% 

8.0% 

1.3% 

Private,  unknown 

85.4% 

20.6% 

0.7% 

Research  stratum 

86.3% 

14.3% 

21.7% 

TOTAL 

87.3% 

12.1% 

100.0% 

4.5  Imputation  Procedures 

While  the  imputation  programs  were  not  examined  as  thoroughly  as  the  weighting  programs,  it  is  not 
believed  that  the  discrepancies  in  faculty  estimates  could  be  caused  by  the  imputation  process. 
Full-time/part-time  status — as  well  as  faculty  discipline,  of  which  the  health  sciences  is  one — were 
imputed  only  rarely.  In  fact,  part-time/full-time  status  was  “directly”  imputed  only  77  times  out  of  the 
25,780  respondents  (0.30  percent).  Direct  imputation  was  performed  when  a data  item  was  missing  for  a 
variable  on  the  respondent’s  questionnaire,  but  was  available  on  the  faculty  list  used  for  sampling.  In 
that  case,  data  on  the  list  were  substituted  for  the  missing  data.  The  regression  method  of  imputation  was 
performed  19  times  (0.07  percent). 

Using  weighted  data,  0.37  percent  of  all  the  data  was  directly  imputed,  while  an  additional  0.10  percent 
of  the  data  was  imputed  via  the  regression  method.  This  amount  of  imputation  is  much  too  small  to 
explain  any  shortfall  in  part-time  faculty.  It  is  interesting  that  all  19  of  the  faculty  imputed  via  the 
regression  method  were  imputed  to  be  full-time;  nevertheless,  even  if  all  19  had  been  imputed  to  be 
part-time,  the  estimated  (i.e.,  weighted)  population  of  part-time  faculty  would  have  increased  by  only 
1,090,  from  304,426  to  305,516. 
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Similarly,  the  principal  field  of  teaching,  the  source  variable  for  the  area  of  teaching  variable,  had  only 
162  out  of  25,780  responses  imputed  (0.65  percent),  via  the  hot-deck  method.  When  weighted,  this 
percentage  is  equal  to  0.66  percent.  Twenty-five  of  these  162  imputed  faculty  were  assigned  to  the 
health  sciences,  which  represents  10.65  percent  of  cases  missing  a program  area  when  weighted.  This  is 
low  when  compared  to  the  14.7  percent  (weighted)  of  the  observed  faculty  members  who  are  in  the 
health  sciences.  However,  even  if  health  sciences  faculty  had  been  imputed  at  double  the  observed  rate 
(29.3  percent),  the  estimate  of  health  sciences  faculty  would  have  increased  only  by  1,679,  from  127,498 
to  129,177  (a  1.3  percent  increase). 
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Chapter  V.  Adjustments  for  NSOPF-93  and  Recommendations  -for  Future  Cycles 

5.1  Adjustments  for  NSOPF-93 

The  discussion  in  Chapter  4 makes  clear  that  even  a large  error — which  did  not  occur — in  the  imputation 
methodology  would  have  caused  very  little  difference  in  the  estimates  of  part-time  and  health  sciences 
faculty.  One  general  principle  is  worth  keeping  in  mind,  however.  Because  the  imputation  methodology 
uses  the  observed  data  as  the  model,  if  the  observed  data  has  a shortfall  in  a group  of  faculty,  most 
imputations  will  extend  this  shortfall  to  the  imputed  data.  Fortunately,  in  this  study,  there  is  simply  not 
enough  imputation  on  these  two  variables  for  any  additional  underestimation  of  part-time  or  health 
sciences  faculty  to  be  important.  Thus,  no  adjustments  to  the  imputation  procedures  were  made. 

However,  based  on  the  data  gathered  during  the  reconciliation  and  verification  effort,  nonresponse  and 
poststratification  weighting  adjustments  to  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  dataset  were  made  to  remedy 
discrepancies  in  estimates.  Full  technical  documentation  is  available  in  Chapters  3 and  10  of  the  1993 
National  Study  of  Postsecondary  Faculty:  Methodology  Report. 

5.1.1  Recalculating  the  Nonresponse  Weighting  Adjustment 

Based  on  the  evidence  presented  in  Chapter  4,  it  is  clear  that  the  response  rates  for  part-time  faculty 
differ  significantly  from  those  of  full-time  faculty.  The  original  nonresponse  weighting  adjustment  did 
not  foresee  this  possibility  and,  therefore,  did  not  correct  for  it.  To  remedy  this  problem,  the 
nonresponse  weighting  adjustment  was  recalculated  using  the  following  variables  to  create  the  cells  for 
adjustment:  institution  sampling  stratum  (15  levels),  part-time/full-time  status  (2  levels),  and 
race/ethnicity  (2  levels,  i.e.  white,  non-Hispanic  versus  all  others). 

5.1.2  Poststratification  Adjustments 

The  nonresponse  weighting  adjustment  for  part-time/full-time  faculty  did  not  remedy  the  discrepancy  in 
total  faculty  estimates  between  the  list  and  questionnaire.  It  only  shifted  weight  from  full-time  faculty 
to  part-time  faculty.  To  address  the  broader  problem,  a poststratification  adjustment  to  “best  estimates” 
of  faculty  was  implemented.  The  adjustment  was  determined  separately  for  full-time  and  part-time 
faculty  within  each  of  the  15  institutional  strata.  A deeper  poststratification  defined  by 
instructional/noninstructional  status  was  considered.  But  after  investigation,  it  was  determined  that  the 
sample  sizes  of  noninstructional  faculty  were  too  small  to  support  this  additional  poststratification. 

5.U  Health  Sciences  Faculty 

For  health  sciences  faculty,  analysis  of  the  kind  performed  in  Chapter  4 was  limited  by  the  unavailability 
of  department-level  information  for  nonrespondents.  This  prevented  an  analysis  of  response  rates, 
exclusion  rates,  and  ineligibility  rates  for  this  group  of  faculty  and  other  departmental  areas.  Moreover,  a 
reliable  estimate  for  the  number  of  health  sciences  faculty  was  not  identified  during  the  retrieval  and 
reconciliation  effort.  Therefore,  the  poststratification  plan  discussed  above  could  not  adjust  the  specific 
estimates  of  health  sciences  faculty.  Nevertheless,  the  reconciliation  process  and  general 
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poststratification  adjustments  made  to  the  NSOPF-93  faculty  dataset  increased  the  estimate  of  health 
sciences  instructional  faculty  who  taught  at  least  one  for-credit  course  from  80,916  to  93,860. 

5.2  Recommendations  for  the  Next  NSOPF  Cycle 

Because  it  is  much  more  difficult  for  institutions  to  compile  a complete  enumeration  of  faculty  than  it  is 
to  provide  a simple  count  of  them,  it  is  unlikely  that  discrepancies  between  the  list  and  institution 
questionnaire  can  be  entirely  eliminated.  The  faculty  sampling  list  institutions  prepared  required  them  to 
provide  the  names,  gender,  race/ethnicity,  employment  status  (part-time/full-time),  and  discipline  (only 
the  four  NEH  disciplines  were  data-entered)  for  all  eligible  staff.  In  contrast,  the  institution 
questionnaire  asked  only  for  counts  of  various  categories  of  instructional  and  noninstructional  staff, 
along  with  the  breakdown  for  specific  subgroups.  One  of  the  key  goals  for  the  next  cycle  of  NSOPF 
should  be  to  minimize  the  potential  discrepancies  between  list  and  questionnaire  faculty  estimates  early 
in  the  study,  preferably  at  the  time  of  list  collection.  Notwithstanding  the  burden  of  these  different 
requests  on  institutions,  there  are  a number  of  steps  that  can  be  taken  in  future  NSOPF  cycles  to 
minimize  the  magnitude  and  number  of  discrepancies  that  occur. 

The  following  recommendations  to  survey  procedures  are  intended  to  alleviate  in  the  next  NSOPF  cycle 
some  of  the  problems  experienced  in  NSOPF-93. 

5.2.1  Changing  Time  Frames  and  Starting  List  Collection  Later 

To  ensure  that  part-time  staff  are  not  missed  in  the  list  enumeration,  one  member  of  the  NSOPF-93 
National  Technical  Review  Panel  (NTRP)  suggested  beginning  the  list  collection  effort  at  the  end  of  the 
fall  term  rather  than  at  its  start  as  occurred  in  NSOPF-93.  Sampled  institutions  would  be  asked  to 
compile  a list  of  faculty  for  their  fall  term  (encompassing  October  15th  to  ensure  comparability  between 
NSOPF  cycles).  The  emphasis  should  be  on  the  fall  term  rather  than  on  a specific  date. 

A later  start  in  the  list  collection  effort  has  multiple  implications.  A delay  of  three  to  four  months  would 
mean  delaying  the  faculty  survey  accordingly.  Pushing  back  the  date  of  the  faculty  survey,  while 
maintaining  the  fall  term  as  the  time  frame  for  the  questionnaire,  has  the  potential  of  creating 
methodological  problems  for  data  quality.  The  NSOPF-93  faculty  data  collection  effort  spanned  almost 
1 1 calendar  months  (from  the  end  of  January  to  mid-December  1993  with  a two  month  hiatus  during  the 
summer).  The  data  collection  schedule  is  inextricably  bound  up  with  the  list  collection  effort,  which 
itself  spanned  almost  nine  calendar  months  (October,  1992  to  June,  1993).  These  scheduling  and 
potential  methodological  problems  would  have  to  be  considered  in  changing  the  start  date  for  list 
collection.  At  a minimum,  the  reliability  of  a later  faculty  data  collection  should  be  assessed.  Another 
possibility  is  to  consider  transforming  the  current  mixed-mode  data  collection  design  (mail,  with  mail 
and  telephone  follow-up  supplemented  by  telephone  interviews)  into  a telephone  survey  with  minimal 
mail  follow-up.  This  approach  presents  problems  such  as  additional  cost,  the  unwillingness  of  faculty  to 
engage  in  a 45-minute  or  longer  telephone  interview,  and  phone  locating  problems,  particularly  for  part- 
time  faculty.  It  is  also  likely  to  increase  item  nonresponse  where  respondents  do  not  feel  comfortable 
providing  information  over  the  telephone,  or  where  they  do  not  have  records  needed  to  answer  questions 
readily  available.  All  of  this  underscores  that  something  as  simple  as  a change  in  the  list  collection  start 
date  has  numerous  implications  for  other  components  of  the  survey  design.  This  recommendation  should 
be  field-tested  prior  to  the  next  cycle  of  NSOPF. 
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5.2.2  Providing  Institutions  with  an  Information  Sheet 

The  verification  and  retrieval  effort  demonstrated  that  when  institutions  are  supplied  with  faculty 
estimates,  even  when  they  are  discrepant,  most  institutions  are  capable  of  determining  which  set  of 
estimates  is  most  accurate  and  can  provide  the  reason(s)  for  the  discrepancy.  In  view  of  this  finding,  it  is 
proposed  that  institutional  staff  at  the  time  of  list  collection  be  provided  with  an  “Information  Sheet,” 
which  would  contain  the  most  current  IPEDS  estimates  along  with  the  “best  estimate”  for  faculty 
reported  for  NSOPF-93.  The  information  sheet  would  also  include  a statement  alerting  staff  that  the 
NSOPF-93  definition  of  “faculty”  is  not  identical  to  the  IPEDS  definition  and  that,  in  most  instances,  the 
institution’s  estimate  of  faculty  should  exceed  iheX  of  IPEDS.  (It  may  or  may  not  exceed  the  NSOPF-93 
totals  depending  on  the  actions  [e.g.,  downsizing,  increasing  staff,  etc.]  the  institution  has  taken  between 
NSOPF  cycles.)  Institution  staff  could  report  the  new  list  estimates  on  the  information  sheet  and  check 
these  totals  against  the  IPEDS  and/or  NSOPF-93  totals.  Discrepancies  among  estimates  beyond  a 
specified  threshold  (e.g.,  10  percent)  should  be  explained  in  a “Comments”  section  of  the  one-page  form. 
A sample  “Information  Sheet”  could  be  provided  to  serve  as  a guide.  Once  received,  the  institution’s 
list  enumeration  could  be  entered  into  a computerized  discrepancy  module.  Faculty  estimates  from  the 
institution  questionnaire  could  also  be  entered  into  the  discrepancy  module.  A discrepancy  analysis 
would  be  completed  for  all  estimates,  and  unexplained  discrepancies  beyond  a specified  threshold  would 
trigger  a retrieval  and  reconciliation  call  to  the  institution  coordinator  before  faculty  sample  selection. 

Experience  during  the  recontacting  effort  suggests  that  when  institution  staff  are  presented  with  faculty 
estimates,  they  are  able  to  indicate  which  one  is  accurate.  Most  institution  staff  contacted  during  the 
reconciliation  effort  were  also  able  to  offer  explanations  for  the  discrepancies.  The  proposed  information 
sheet  can  work  in  a similar  manner.  It  will  provide  the  institution  coordinator  with  a means  to  check  the 
work  of  other  staff  who  are  usually  responsible  for  preparing  the  list.  This  new  procedure  will  encourage 
the  coordinator  to  check  the  work  of  the  list  compiler,  who  must,  under  this  procedure,  supply  the  list 
estimates  to  the  coordinator  so  that  s/he  can  complete  the  information  sheet.  In  doing  so,  it  will  also 
encourage  the  coordinator  to  review  the  estimates  and  to  account  for  any  discrepancies.  This  will  allow 
the  institutions,  in  some  instances,  to  correct  obvious  errors  (e.g.,  exclusion  of  non-tenure-track  faculty 
or  part-time  staff)  before  mailing  the  list  of  faculty  back  to  the  NSOPF  contractor.  In  other  instances, 
where  the  institution  is  simply  not  equipped  to  provide  a complete  or  wholly  accurate  list  of  faculty,  it 
would  alert  the  institution — and  the  NSOPF  contractor — to  any  omissions  or  erroneous  inclusions  much 
earlier  in  the  list  collection  effort.  Even  under  this  changed  procedure,  the  NSOPF  contractor  would 
continue  to  recontact  institutions  to  retrieve  data  and  to  reconcile  discrepancies  during  the  list  collection 
operation. 

5.2.3  Coordinating  Institution  Questionnaire  Mailing  and  List  Collection 

Recommendation  5.2.2  requires  availability  of  faculty  estimates  from  the  institution  questionnaire  at  the 
time  of  list  collection  so  that  potential  discrepancies  can  be  checked  and  reconciled  at  this  early  stage  of 
the  operation.  This  recommendation  offers  other  advantages  as  well.  Discrepancies  resulting  from 
mailing  the  list  and  questionnaire  requests  during  different  academic  terms  different  academic  terms 
(e.g..  Fall  1991;  Fall  1992)  can  also  be  substantially  reduced  by  mailing  the  institution  questionnaire  and 
the  list  request  in  the  same  packet,  or  at  least  timing  it  so  that  both  individual  requests  are  received  at  the 
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institution  at  about  the  same  time.  By  coordinating  these  requests,  the  NSOPF  contractor  can  indicate 
explicitly  in  the  instructions  to  both  the  list  and  questionnaire  that  the  estimates  requested  to  certain 
questions  should  be  identical  or  very  close.  Whenever  discrepancies  are  identified,  institution  staff 
would  be  required  to  resolve  or  explain  them.  By  coupling  the  timing  for  both  of  these  requests,  the 
NSOPF  contractor  will  be  able  to  enter  the  list  and  questionnaire  counts  (along  with  the  IPEDS  counts) 
into  a discrepancy/verification  module  to  immediately  check  for  discrepancies.  Of  course,  no  system  is 
“error-proof’  and  institutions  would  be  recontacted  as  needed  to  reconcile  discrepancies.  An  immediate 
callback  to  the  institution  for  verification  and  reconciliation  would  be  triggered  by  specified 
discrepancies,  especially  those  found  between  the  list  and  the  institution  questionnaire. 

It  is  possible  that  the  extra  respondent  burden  of  cross-checking  faculty  lists  and  institution 
questionnaires  could  result  in  lower  response  rates,  especially  for  the  institution  questionnaire.  In 
NSOPF-93,  85  percent  of  eligible  institutions  provided  faculty  sampling  lists,  while  91  percent  of  those 
same  institutions  responded  to  the  institution  questionnaire.  Although  this  procedure  may  increase  the 
initial  appearance  of  respondent  burden  to  the  institution,  it  also  increases  the  likelihood  that  institution 
staff  preparing  the  list  and  those  completing  the  questionnaire  (who  are  often  not  the  same  people)  will 
consult  each  other  and  resolve  any  discrepancies  before  submitting  the  list  to  the  NSOPF  contractor.  It 
is  likely  that  this  procedure  will  reduce  respondent  burden  at  many  institutions  by  eliminating 
duplication  of  efforts  by  separate  offices,  and  by  minimizing  the  number  of  callback  requests  from  the 
NSOPF  contractor. 

5.2.4  Changes  to  Questionnaire  Instructions  and  Questions 

Some  of  the  institution  questionnaire  instructions  and  questions  may  have  inadvertently  contributed  to 
the  discrepancies  in  faculty  estimates.  To  avoid  confusion  between  the  total  pool  of  part-time  and 
temporary  faculty  available  to  an  institution  and  the  total  employed  (an  unintended  ambiguity  that  caused 
problems  for  some  institutions  because  of  how  part-time  and  temporary  staff  are  treated),  the  question 
that  asks  for  counts  of  part-  and  full-time  instructional  faculty  and  staff  and  for  part-  and  full-time 
noninstructional  faculty  should  be  amended.  Perhaps  a separate  question  should  be  added  to  ask  for 
both  the  total  number  of  available  staff  and  for  those  actually  employed  during  the  fall  term.  This  would 
allow  institutions  to  report  the  status  of  their  temporary  and  part-time  staff  more  accurately  and  without 
the  confusion  some  schools  experienced.  Even  though  some  institutions  may  be  able  to  provide  one  set 
of  these  estimates  only,  it  will  at  least  be  completely  clear  which  set  of  figures  the  institution  is 
providing. 

Another  area  of  ambiguity  appeared  in  the  actual  faculty  counts.  Some  institutions  provided  estimates  of 
full-time  equivalents  (FTEs)  rather  than  the  requested  headcount  of  individuals.  Instructions  to  the 
institution  questionnaire  should  make  clear  that  NSOPF  is  seeking  a headcount  of  faculty,  and  not  a 
count  of  FTEs  (or  positions)  unless  it  is  expressly  stated  in  the  question. 

In  NSOPF-93,  a number  of  institutions  excluded  medical  or  professional  schools  or  satellite  campuses 
that  should  have  been  included  in  their  faculty  enumerations.  In  future  NSOPF  cycles,  explicit 
instructions  should  be  provided  in  both  the  questionnaire  and  the  list  collection  packet  to  include  all  such 
schools  and  campuses  that  do  not  file  separately  for  IPEDS.  If  possible,  a list  of  schools  and  campuses 
to  be  included  could  be  printed  in  the  packet  given  each  institution,  based  on  IPEDS  information.  The 
institution  would  be  instructed  to  notify  the  NSOPF  contractor  about  any  changes  in  the  status  of  the 
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listed  schools  and  satellite  campuses.  If  an  institution  has  any  questions  about  which  schools  and 
campuses  to  include,  that  institution  would  be  instructed  to  contact  the  NSOPF  contractor  for  assistance. 

Finally,  a small  number  of  institutions  erroneously  included  all  staff  (including  maintenance  and  clerical 
staff).  This  error  may  have  been  avoided  had  the  respondent(s)  carefully  read  the  glossary  on  the  front 
inside  cover  of  the  questionnaire.  However,  NCES  and  the  NSOPF  contractor  cannot  be  assured  that  the 
respondent(s)  will  read  the  glossary.  An  additional  instruction  to  the  questions  soliciting  counts  of 
faculty  and  staff  should  be  added  to  the  institution  questionnaire.  That  instruction  would  briefly  repeat 
the  instruction  to  include  only  instructional  and  noninstructional  faculty  and  staff.  Such  an  instruction 
could  include  a statement  referring  respondents  to  the  glossary. 

5.3  Health  Sciences  Faculty  and  the  Faculty  Questionnaire 

The  total  number  of  health  sciences  faculty  estimated  in  the  revised  NSOPF-93  faculty  dataset  is 
146,615.  However,  if  the  criterion  (“teaching  at  least  one  course  for  credit”)  is  used  to  select 
instructional  faculty  for  analysis,  the  number  of  health  sciences  faculty  drops  to  93,860,  a 36  percent 
decline.  This  decline  is  second  only  to  the  decline  registered  among  Agriculture/Home  Economics 
faculty  (41.7  percent),  as  Exhibit  5-1  illustrates.  In  Exhibit  5-1,  the  derived  variable  XOl  A12  was  used 
to  indicate  program  area.  This  derived  variable  does  not  record  a program  area  for  820  faculty  members 
who  were  legitimately  allowed  to  skip  the  question.  To  account  for  these  cases,  an  extra  category, 
“Program  area  skipped”  has  been  added  to  the  exhibit.  Health  sciences  faculty  show  the  largest  single 
decline  in  the  absolute  number  of  faculty  in  all  the  program  areas  (a  decline  of  52,755  faculty  members) 
when  faculty  members  who  do  not  teach  at  least  one  course  for  credit  are  screened  out.  Under  the 
“teaching  at  least  one  course  for  credit”  criterion,  health  sciences  faculty  are  excluded  from  analysis  at  a 
rate  almost  twice  as  high  as  average  faculty  members  are  excluded  (36.0  percent  to  20.5  percent). 
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Exhibit  5-1:  Profiles  of  faculty  by  program  area  in  NSOPF-93  faculty  questionnaire  data  file 


Total  faculty 
number 

Faculty  teaching  at 
least  one  for-credit 
course 

Faculty  members 
screened  out 

Number 

Percent 

TOTAL 

1,033,966 

821,700 

-212,266 

-20.5 

Agriculture/home 

economics 

18,964 

11,057 

-7,907 

-41.7 

Business 

79,584 

73,100 

-6,484 

-8.2 

Education 

78,727 

61,071 

-17,656 

-22.4 

Engineering 

38,954 

34,246 

-4,708 

-12.1 

Fine  arts 

70,065 

59,226 

-10,839 

-15.5 

Health  sciences 

146,615 

93,860 

-52,755 

-36.0 

Humanities 

147,800 

130,199 

-17,601 

-11.9 

Natural  sciences 

178,583 

151,735 

-26,848 

-15.0 

Social  sciences 

98,517  . 

86,237 

-12,280 

-12.5 

All  other  fields 

139,121 

114,493 

-24,628 

-17.7 

Program  area  skipped 

37,035 

6,475 

-30,560 

-82.5 

Health  sciences  faculty  are  more  likely  to  perform  individualized  instruction  or  noncredit  teaching 
activities  than  are  other  types  of  faculty  participating  in  NSOPF-93.  Of  the  108,023  faculty  who 
participate  in  individualized  instruction  and  vyhp  teach  no  for-credit  classes,  38,061  (35.2  percent)  are 
health  sciences  faculty.  The  next  highest  concentrkion  of  faculty  who  engage  in  individualized 
instruction  and  who  teach  no  for-credit  courses  is  faculty  in  natural  sciences,  with  12,559  faculty 
members  fitting  this  criterion. 

Exhibit  5-2  illustrates  estimates  of  health  sciences  and  total  faculty  using  different  selection  criteria 
(defined  by  the  description  and  SAS  code  presented  in  the  exhibit).  In  the  exhibit,  the  program  area 
derived  variable  X0IA12  is  used  to  identify  health  sciences  faculty.  The  variable  C25YES  is  a derived 
variable  created  to  register  “yes”  (YES=1,  NO=2)  if  respondents  gave  counts  of  students  whom  they 
taught  individually  in  items  C25A1  to  C25A4.  In  effect,  C25YES=1  indicates  that  the  respondent 
conducted  individualized  instruction.  Of  the  593,227  faculty  members  who  indicated  that  they 
conducted  any  individualized  instruction,  103,808  (or  17.5  percent)  were  health  sciences  faculty.  The 
second  largest  group  of  faculty  conducting  individualized  instruction  were  found  in  the  natural  sciences 
(98,191  or  16.5  percent). 

Analysis  showed  that  the  largest  concentration  of  faculty  who  conducted  individualized  instruction,  but 
who  did  not  teach  courses,  was  found  in  the  health  sciences.  Of  the  estimated  76,200  faculty  who 
conducted  individualized  instruction  and  taught  no  other  courses  (C25YES=1  & C22=0),  3 1,201,  or  41 
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percent,  of  the  total  were  health  sciences  faculty.  The  next  largest  group  of  faculty  meeting  these  criteria 
were  found  in  the  natural  sciences  (8,805  or  1 1.6  percent).  Faculty  questionnaire  Question  C25  asks 
respondents  to  include  “individual  students  in  a clinical  or  research  setting,”  a selection  criterion  which 
would  appear  to  apply  more  readily  to  health  sciences  faculty  than  to  other  types  of  faculty.  If  the 
criterion  used  to  select  instructional  faculty  for  analysis  is  modified  to  include  faculty  who  conducted 
individualized  instruction  or  who  taught  at  least  one  for-credit  course,  the  total  number  of  faculty 
selected  for  analysis  increases  to  951,025,  including  133,693  health  sciences  faculty.  Another  possible 
selection  criterion,  “any  instruction  for  credit”  (X01_l=l),  which  includes  any  instructional  duties 
related  to  credit  courses  or  advising  or  supervising  academic  activities  for  credit,  selects  for  analysis 
124,186  health  sciences  faculty  of  a total  of  904,935  faculty  meeting  this  criterion. 

Recommendation  for  next  NSOPF.  Some  criteria  used  to  select  faculty  cases  for  analysis  exclude  a 
disproportionate  number  of  faculty  in  the  health  sciences  than  faculty  in  other  disciplines.  To  develop 
an  accurate  profile  of  health  sciences  faculty,  questions  that  solicit  more  information  on  what  constitutes 
advising  or  supervising  academic  activities  for  credit,  noncredit  courses,  and  advising  or  supervising 
noncredit  academic  activities  should  be  added  to  the  faculty  questionnaire.  Adding  these  questions 
would  help  to  develop  a more  complete  profile  of  faculty  other  than  health  sciences  faculty  as  well. 


Exhibit  5-2:  Estimates  of  NSOPF-93  health  sciences  faculty  populations 
produced  with  different  selection  criteria 


Description  of  filter  used 

SAS  code, 
for  filter 

Total 

number  of 
all  faculty 
selected 

Total 
number 
of  health 
sciences 
faculty 
selected 

Percent  of 
total  number 
of  health 
sciences 
faculty 
selected 

No  filter  used 

None 

1,033,966 

146,615 

100.0 

Conducted  individualized  instruction 
OR  taught  at  least  one  for-credit 
course 

C25YES  = 1 or 
C22a>0 

951,025 

133,693 

91.2 

Any  instruction  for  credit 

X01_1  =1 

904,935 

124,186 

84.7 

Conducted  individualized  instruction 
or  taught  at  least  one  for-credit  class 
AND  any  instruction  for  credit 

C25YES  = 1 or 
C22A>0  & 
X01_1  =1 

886,572 

119,618 

81.6 

Taught  at  least  one  course 

C22>0 

874,825 

139,143 

94.9 

Taught  at  least  one  for-credit  course 

C22a>0 

821,700 

93,860 

64.0 

Any  individualized  instruction 

C25YES  = 1 

593,227 

103,808 

70.8 

59 
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Attachment 


Tables  Comparing  Faculty  Totals 
Reported  on  NSOPF  and  IPEDS 
1987-1993 


Table  1 -Counts  of  Faculty  and  Instnictional  Staff  by  Year  and  by  Souree  and  Definition  of  Data 


1987  1991  1992  1993 


Institution  Survey 

Any  instruction 
Faculty  status  or 

B25,(KI0 

940,000 

instruction  for  credit 
Eacultv  Lists 

1,035,000 

Courses  for  credit 
Faculty  and  Instructional 
staff  whose  primary 
responsibility  is  teaching 

770,000 

713,000 

or  remurrh 

7fiS,000 

Any  instruction  for  credit 

789,000 

Any  instruction 
Faculty  status  or 

842,000 

mstruction  for  credit 

886,000 

Faculty  status  or  instruction 

899,000 

IPEDS  Staff  Survey 
Faculty  (Primary  Respons. 

teaching  or  research)  825.000  894,000 


Any  insinicUon  for  cnsdit  Includes  Individuals  teaching  courses  for  credit,  tiiose 
supervising  thesis  or  dissertation  committees  and  those  involved  in  individualized 
instruction  for  credit  Faculty  status  or  instruction  includes  anyone  who  has  faculty 
status  at  an  institution  (regardless  of  whether  they  have  instructional  responsibilities  or 
nonmstructional  responsibilities)  and  anyone  else  who  has  instructional  responsibilities 
for  credit  (teaching  assistants  are  not  included). 
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Table  2--Instmctional  Faculty  and  Staff  by  Employment  Status  and  by  Type  and  Control  of  Institution:  Fall  1992 


Total 

Full-time 

Part-time 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

All  institutions 

940,000 

100.0 

539,000 

57.3 

401,000 

42.6 

Public  research 

119,000 

100.0 

95,000 

79.8 

24,000 

20.2 

Private  research 

52,000 

100.0 

37,000 

71.2 

15,000 

28.8 

Public  doctoral 

77,000 

100.0 

54,000 

70.1 

23,000 

29.9 

Private  doctoral 

49,000 

100.0 

31.000 

63.3 

18,000 

36.7 

Public  comprehensive 

139,000 

100.0 

94,000 

67.6 

45,000 

32.4 

Private  comprehensive 

70,000 

100.0 

34,000 

48.6 

36,000 

51.4 

Private  liberal  arts 

57,000 

100.0 

38,000 

66.7 

19.000 

33.3 

Public  two-year 

305,000 

100.0 

113,000 

37.0 

192,000 

63.0 

Other 

72,000 

100.0 

43,000 

59.7 

29,000 

40.3 

SOURCE;  1993  NSOPF  "Institution  Survey" 


Table  3~Counts  of  Faculty  and  Instmctional  Staff  by  Employment  Status  and  by  Year,  Source 
and  Definition  of  Data 


Total 

Full-time 

Part-time 

Fall  1993 

IPEDS  Staff  Suivev 

893,645 

533,018 

360,627 

Fall  1992 

Institution  Survev 

Any  instruction  (credit/noncredit) 

940,192 

539,210 

400,981 

Faculty  status  or 
instruction 

1,035,000 

615,191 

419,864 

Faculty  Lists 

Courses  for  credit 

712,858 

494,743 

238,095 

Primaiy  teaching  or  research 

785,369 

498,270 

287,099 

Any  instruction  for  credit 

789,437 

526,222 

263,215 

Any  instruction  (credit/noncredit) 

842,032 

550,600 

291,432 

Faculty  status  or  instruction 
for  credit 

885,796 

594,369 

291,427 

Faculty  status  or  instruction 

899,765 

595,644 

304,121 

Fall 

1991 

IPEDS  Staff  Survey 

Primaiy  teaching  or  reseaich 

825,240 

535,276 

289,964 

71? 


Fall  1987 


Institution  Survey 

Any  instruction  (credit/noncredit)  825,000  514,000 

Fneultv  Lists 

Courses  for  credit  769,825  515,013 
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